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Abstract 
Historically, hostels have been purposely designed to provide the kind of environment 
that fosters communication and interaction between guests. Hostel guests are 
typically provided with dormitory-type rooms, shared washrooms, a shared kitchen 
and communal living areas, thereby offering less privacy and more opportunity for 
interaction than other accommodation types. However, recent studies have 
highlighted that due to changes in backpacking trends, there are opposing views of 
how different aspects of hostel design and services contribute towards guests’ 
evaluation of their hostel stay. On the one hand, it is suggested that a hostel 
environment which encourages social interaction adds value to the service 
experience, while on the other hand an environment that offers extra privacy is more 
valued. These conflicting demands, in terms of the facilities and services expected 
within hostel accommodation, demonstrate that some aspects of the current design 
and core services of hostels may now be redundant. Empirical evidence is needed to 
illustrate the extent to which hostels are providing the right services and facilities to 
meet the current requirements of their target market. Such information could 
potentially be used by hostels to secure more guests, gain market share and keep 
ahead of the competition. 
 
Building on the concept of servicescapes, this research suggests that both the 
physical and human dimensions of the hostel servicescape have an impact on the 
guests’ service experience. As hostelling is commonly viewed as a social experience, 
an investigation of how social interaction among guests enhances the service 
experience is also vital in understanding the expectations of guests. Additionally, it is 
also proposed that the hostel servicescape plays an important role in promoting 
social interaction among its guests. The main contribution of this research is therefore 
to offer a deeper understanding of the influence of servicescapes on guests’ social 
interaction and consequently, their evaluation of the overall service experience. 
 
In order to achieve the research objectives, a multi-method approach was carried out. 
The Critical Incident Technique (CIT), adopted during the preliminary study, provided 
substantive data for the development of the questionnaire survey for the main study. 
The findings revealed that guests evaluate their service experience favourably when 
they have a positive perception of not only the physical aspects of the hostel building, 
but also the behaviours of hostel employees and other hostellers. Their hostel 
experience is also further enhanced by the opportunity to socialise with other 
iii 
 
hostellers, therefore indicating that service providers should take the initiative in 
providing them with the opportunity to do so. The research also showed that it is the 
trip-related factors, rather than demographic characteristics, that influence how 
individuals perceive the servicescape, social interaction and service experience of 
staying in hostels. 
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Introduction 
1.1 Introduction 
The aim of this research is to examine how hostel servicescapes influence social 
interaction among guests and how this could lead to the enhancement of the service 
experience. Past studies have revealed a major change in backpacking trends, which 
has led to a change in demand for certain hostel facilities and services (Cohen, 2003; 
Richards & Wilson, 2004; O’Reilly, 2006;; Markward, 2008; Cave, Thyne & Ryan, 
2008; Butler, 2010). Instead of enjoying the shared communal spaces offered by 
hostels, there is an increasing demand among guests for hostels to provide facilities 
and services that offer more privacy, security and personal space (Cave et al., 2008). 
For instance, older backpackers, particularly those on a career break and those who 
have greater disposable incomes, generally would rather spend more money on 
accommodation as they prefer to travel in comfort (Hannam & Diekman, 2010; Jarvis 
& Peel, 2010; Paris, 2012). Consequently, hostels need to ascertain if they are 
providing the right services and facilities that meet the changing requirements of their 
target market. This is especially important if a hostel is to attract the right market 
segment and remain competitive in the backpacking industry. 
 
The present research suggests that the hostel service environment has the potential 
to enhance social interaction among guests, thereby providing them with a favourable 
hostelling experience. The term ‘servicescape’ was introduced by Bitner (1992) to 
describe the physical environment of a service setting. Previous studies examining 
how servicescapes affect consumer behaviour indicate that in theory, the deliberate 
positioning and design of space, equipment, furniture and fixtures can influence the 
behaviour and interaction of consumers (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982; Murphy, 2001; 
Kwortnik, 2008; Harris & Ezeh, 2008). In addition, servicescapes may also play a part 
in consumers’ evaluation of the service experience. For instance, a hostel dormitory 
room that appears old and neglected, or a communal dining area that is dirty and 
disorderly, may well contribute towards a very unpleasant service experience.  
 
While a great deal of research has examined different elements of the servicescape 
that influence service experience (Kotler, 1973; Bitner, 1992; Hoffman & Turley, 
2002; Ezeh & Harris, 2007), few studies to date have investigated how social 
interaction among customers can enhance or damage the service experience. To 
  Chapter 1: Introduction 
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date, several studies focusing on cruise tourism have shown that social interaction 
among passengers significantly influences their overall vacation experience 
(Kwortnik, 2008; Huang & Hsu, 2009a; Papathanassis, 2012).  
 
The present research therefore intends to contribute to the further expansion of 
knowledge in the area of servicescapes by investigating the relationship between 
servicescape design, social interaction and service experience. In this chapter, an 
overview of the research background is provided, followed by the research question, 
research objectives and research contributions. Following this, an outline of the 
research methodology as well as the thesis structure is presented. 
1.2 Research background 
The term ‘servicescape’ was originally introduced by Bitner (1992) to describe the 
physical environment of an organisation encompassing several different elements 
such as overall layout, design and décor. In the context of retail settings for instance, 
servicescapes are designed to influence consumer response behaviours such as 
stay/leave or browse/purchase, as well as social interaction (Donovan & Rossiter, 
1982). However, several researchers have demonstrated that the servicescape 
elements should not be limited to just the physical environment of the service setting 
(Martin, 1995; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Hall, 2009; 
Nicholls, 2010; Huang & Hsu, 2010). Harris and Ezeh (2008) argue that the 
servicescape aspect should also include the behaviour and image portrayed by 
employees, as these factors also affect the customer’s service experience. 
Furthermore, empirical studies carried out by Tombs and McColl-Kennedy (2003) 
have demonstrated that other customers present within the service setting have an 
important role in either enhancing or damaging the service experience. Their study 
highlighted that for a large birthday party at a buffet-style restaurant, for instance, the 
ambience may be enhanced by lively, friendly banter between customers. In contrast, 
a couple anticipating a romantic dinner for two would perhaps consider such 
behaviour inappropriate as they may wish for more privacy. Martin (1995), Hall 
(2009), Huang and Hsu (2009a), Nicholls (2010) and Nilsson and Ballantyne (2014), 
also acknowledge that customers’ interaction with other customers create part of the 
servicescape atmosphere. 
 
It is argued by Jones (1995), Martin (1995), Tombs and McColl-Kennedy (20003) and 
Nicholls (2010) that the service context plays an important role in determining 
whether or not human aspects of the environment, such as the presence and 
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behaviour of employees and other customers, may be of substantial relevance to the 
customer’s experience. Jones (1995) proposes that customer-to-customer interaction 
can be central, additional or irrelevant to the service experience, depending on the 
service context. For instance, social interaction between and among customers would 
be irrelevant in the context of banking transactions, as customers would normally 
prefer to communicate with employees only (Jones, 1995). On the other hand, the 
presence and behaviours of other spectators during a football match add to the 
enjoyment of the event, and are central to the overall stadium experience (Hightower, 
Brady & Baker, 2002; Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012).  
 
Empirical research carried out on cafe patrons by Tombs and McColl-Kennedy (2003) 
provides an extension to the concept of servicescapes. They introduced the term 
‘social servicescape’ to describe the setting where other customers are present, 
thereby identifying how and why customers are influenced by other customers. 
Furthermore, Huang and Hsu’s (2009b) study of cruise passengers showed that the 
quality of social interaction among fellow passengers had significantly influenced their 
cruise experience and vacation satisfaction. It is worth noting that in contrast to the 
café setting, cruise passengers are more directly involved in social interaction, thus 
the social servicescape of the cruise ship has a much stronger influence on their 
evaluation of the service experience. This could be due to the nature of the cruise 
experience which includes a longer period of time spent within the confined service 
setting, compared to the brief café experience.  
 
Referring specifically to backpackers’ preferences in accommodation, several studies 
have drawn attention to the different aspects of hostel facilities and services that 
influence backpackers’ evaluation of the service experience. According to Hecht and 
Martin (2006), the top five preferences are cleanliness, location, personal service, 
security, and hostel services such as Internet and laundry facilities. Additionally, 
Musa and Thirumoorthi (2011) highlighted that besides the tangible aspects of hostel 
operations such as equipment, facilities and cleanliness, the hostel’s social ambience 
also contribute towards a positive service experience. Their studies indicate that the 
social ambience is created not only by the physical aspect of the hostel, but also by 
the way staff and guests interact with each other. The presence and behaviour of 
staff and guests create a special atmosphere which is described as cosy, friendly and 
home-like. 
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Research by Obenour et al. (2006) also emphasises the influence of backpacker 
interaction on the evaluation of service experience. They recommend that 
backpacker accommodation should be redesigned to improve social interaction 
among travellers. This is in disagreement with Murphy’s (2001) proposition that 
merely providing shared facilities and common areas does not automatically foster 
social interaction. A comparative analysis of backpacker hostels in Scotland and New 
Zealand conducted by Cave, Thyne and Ryan (2008), concluded that expectations of 
hostel accommodation appear to be changing from the communal, cheap, ‘just a bed’ 
option to something more in line with the accommodation experience of mainstream 
tourists. Their findings seem to oppose Arnould and Price’s (1993) suggestion that 
the intentional construction of communal spaces adds value and extends the service 
experience. Some of the common problems associated with hostel stays include lack 
of privacy, occurrences of theft and the limited amount of personal space available. 
These conflicting demands, in terms of facilities and services expected within hostel 
accommodation, demonstrate that some aspects of the current design and core 
services may now be redundant for certain segments of the backpacker market. 
1.3 Research question 
Throughout this study, the term servicescape is used to refer to the design of all 
aspects of the service environment, taking into account physical and social factors 
that consciously influence consumer reactions and behaviours. Borrowing concepts 
and theories from the fields of environmental psychology and services marketing, this 
research presents a conceptual framework within which to explain how servicescapes 
influence social interaction and consequently, how this interaction influences service 
experience evaluation.  The present study attempts to fill this knowledge gap by 
answering the following research question: 
 
In what ways do hostel servicescape dimensions influence guests’ social 
interaction and their evaluation of the service experience? 
1.4 Research objectives 
Based on the abovementioned research question, the following research objectives 
have been developed:  
1. To determine the different dimensions of the hostel servicescape that 
influence guests’ service experience. 
2. To examine the extent to which social interaction between hostel guests 
influences their evaluation of the service experience. 
  Chapter 1: Introduction 
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3. To determine the different dimensions of the hostel servicescape that 
facilitate/inhibit social interaction. 
4. To identify the factors influencing guests’ perceptions of servicescapes, 
social interaction and service experience. 
 
Figure 1.1 is an illustration of the conceptual framework in which these research 
objectives are examined. 
Figure 1.1 Conceptual framework 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.5 Significance and contribution of research 
This research contributes to theoretical advancements in the field of marketing, 
hospitality and tourism studies by advancing understanding of how servicescape 
design influences social interaction and the service experience. Theories related to 
the role of the physical environment in the satisfaction process and behavioural 
intentions have already been advanced (Bitner, 1992; Kearney, Kennedy & 
Coughlan, 2007; Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Lam, Chan, Fong & Lo, 2011), but few studies 
have empirically examined the role of the servicescape design in enhancing 
customers’ social interaction and service experience (Obenour et al., 2006; Kwortnik, 
2008; Papathanassis, 2012). The social servicescape concept indicates that besides 
physical surroundings, the human element must also be considered as central to the 
service environment (Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003). Service providers therefore 
need to understand how the intangible human aspects of the servicescape can be 
managed to enhance the service experience of their customers. This information may 
assist them to remain competitive, add value to their product offerings and appeal to 
their specific target markets.  
 
Social Interaction 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Servicescape 
Dimensions 
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Additionally, this research contributes to the emerging stream of marketing literature 
that investigates the influence of customer-to-customer interactions in service 
encounters. Past studies have suggested that customers co-create their service 
experience through their interactions with other customers, which can lead to either 
favourable or unfavourable service encounters (Parker & Ward, 2000; Moore et al., 
2005; Wu, 2008; Yarnal & Kersetter, 2005; Huang & Hsu, 2009b; Kwortnik, 2008; 
Nicholls, 2010; Papathanassis, 2012; Brejla & Gilbert, 2014; Rihova et al., 2014). 
However, these studies have failed to distinguish between direct and non-direct 
interactions and their varying degree of influence on service experience evaluation. 
The present research therefore seeks to examine how customers evaluate their 
service experience when they are actively involved in social interactions with other 
customers.  
 
This research also provides a deeper understanding of the backpacking experience 
and recent hostel trends. Studies have shown that the backpacker market is no 
longer homogenous (Uriely et al, 2002; Ateljevic & Dorne, 2005; O’Reilly, 2006; 
Hecht & Martin, 2006; Maoz, 2007; Cohen, 2003). The differences in backpackers’ 
socio-demographic profiles, travel motivations and behaviours could mean that 
current core services typically offered to this market segment may now be redundant. 
Furthermore, the evolution of backpacking from a form of budget travel to a more 
mainstream tourist experience has meant that there is currently a strong demand for 
higher standards of travel services and facilities (Mintel, 2009). For instance, in terms 
of accommodation, certain segments of the backpacker market prefer to spend more 
money on private, en-suite rooms instead of sharing a hostel dormitory. Travel 
service providers such as hostels must therefore decide which market segment they 
would like to attract and offer their facilities accordingly. 
 
From a practical standpoint, the findings of this research have direct managerial 
implications in terms of the physical design and operation of hostels. The design and 
placement of tangible items such as hostel rooms, equipment, furniture, fixtures and 
fittings may well influence customers’ behaviours and interactions. For instance, 
kitchens designed to be large can provide a more conducive area for socialisation. 
Lounge areas with cosy sofas and cushions can also create a social atmosphere for 
the guests. In some cases, this means creating a special environment that facilitates 
social interaction between the guests, whereas in others, the environment should 
serve to allow guests to avoid other customers. Results of this research might also 
offer guidelines for hostel operators in terms of optimising space utilisation in order to 
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maximise the duration of the service encounter and enhance the comfort of the 
customer. Integration of the customer into the service environment may function as a 
positioning strategy to target market segments attracted to social interaction and the 
type of customers present. 
1.6 Research methods 
In order to address the research question of this study, qualitative and quantitative 
data were collected in two stages. Stage 1 was the preliminary study, involving the 
use of the Critical Incident Technique (CIT). Stage 2 was the main study, involving 
data analysis of responses from a structured questionnaire. Purposive judgement 
sampling was used to recruit participants for both data collection stages. The criteria 
set by the researcher were that, participants must be guests of the Malaysian hostel 
and have stayed for at least one night during their most recent trip. The qualitative 
preliminary study provided substantive data for the development of the research 
instrument necessary for the ensuing quantitative research in the main study. After 
testing the pilot questionnaire, questionnaires were then administered to the hostel 
guests. 
1.7 Research ethics 
Respondents were given a clear description of the purpose, scope and intended 
outcomes of the research. The type of information required for the research was 
clearly stated, as was the policy for anonymity and confidentiality. Neither the 
organisations nor the respondents participating in the research were named in the 
project. All the questionnaires were treated as anonymous. Ethical clearance was not 
required (Appendix 1) as the study did not involve questions that were offensive or 
personal in nature. There were also no identifiable risks to the respondents’ health. 
All the interview transcripts and printed versions of the questionnaire were coded 
using respondent numbers to ensure anonymity. 
1.8 Thesis structure 
This chapter has introduced the research questions and contextualised this research 
within the wider academic settings. Chapters Two to Four provide an overview of 
the relevant academic literature covering three separate areas of research which are 
servicescapes, social interaction in service settings and the social experiences of 
hostelling and backpacking. Chapter Five focuses on the methodology selected for 
this research study and the justification for these decisions. It also includes the 
research philosophy and research design, as well as the data collection methods for 
both the preliminary and main study. Chapter Six presents the findings from the main 
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study which is the quantitative analysis used to test the proposed conceptual 
framework. Chapter Seven then discusses the findings in relation to past studies and 
theories presented in the literature review. Finally, Chapter Eight concludes the 
study by highlighting both the theoretical and practical contributions made by the 
research, and acknowledging the limitations of the study and directions for future 
research.   
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Definitions and Dimensions of the Servicescape Concept 
2.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to develop an understanding of the servicescape 
concept by examining how servicescapes influence consumer behaviour. This 
chapter is structured into three sections. The first section provides an overview of the 
servicescape literature. The second section then extends the literature by examining 
how the servicescape impacts the consumer’s approach/avoidance behaviours. 
Finally, in the third section, particular attention is paid to the elements of the 
servicescape that may encourage social interactions among consumers. 
2.2 Defining servicescapes 
The servicescape literature highlights that the environmental setting in which service 
takes place has a significant impact on the customers’ perception of the service 
experience (Bitner, 1992; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1999; Reimer & Kuehn, 2005; Siu, 
Wan & Dong, 2012; Dong & Siu, 2013, Ellen & Zhang, 2014). This suggests that the 
delivery of a favourable service experience begins with creating and designing an 
attractive setting for customers.  Bitner’s (1992) seminal paper which introduced the 
term servicescape and its conceptual framework has provided the basis for many 
studies on the effects of the physical environment on customer behaviour 
(Navasivayam & Lin, 2008; Kwortnik, 2008; Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Musa & 
Thirumoorthi, 2011; Lam, Chan, Fong & Lo, 2011).  
Originally, the term servicescape was defined by Bitner (1992, p.58) as “the man-
made, physical surroundings as opposed to the natural or social environment”, thus 
explicitly excluding other customers/employees who may be present. The dimensions 
of the servicescape were to include “all of the objective physical factors that can be 
controlled by the firm to enhance (or constrain) employee and customer actions” 
(Bitner, 1992, p.65). Besides this original definition, a review of the literature reveals 
that several other definitions have been put forward to characterise the servicescape 
concept (refer to Table 2.1). 
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Table 2.1 Definitions of the Servicescape Concept 
Author Definitions of Servicescapes 
Bitner (1992, p.58) 
The man-made, physical surroundings as opposed to the natural or social 
environment. 
Kotler (1973, p.50) Conscious designing of space to create effects in buyers. 
Arnould, Price & 
Tierney (1998, p.90) 
Consciously designed places, calculated to produce commercially 
significant actions. 
Hoffman & Turley 
(2002, p.35) 
Means of providing the evidence that assists consumers in making 
subjective evaluations of service products. 
Rosenbaum & Massiah  
(2011, p.473) 
Physical, social, socially symbolic and natural stimuli that may enhance or 
constrain employee and customer approach/avoidance decisions and 
social interaction behaviours. 
It has been established by several researchers that Bitner’s concept of servicescape 
is consistent with Kotler’s notion of atmospherics, which is the intentional control and 
manipulation of environmental cues to influence consumer behaviour (Turley & 
Milliman, 2000; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Ezeh & Harris, 2007; Joseph-
Mathews et al., 2009; Mari & Pogessi, 2011).  However, instead of classifying the 
environmental dimensions according to sensory terms, as suggested by Kotler 
(1973), Bitner (1992) presented three new groups of atmospherics, which she termed 
the servicescape. The dimensions of the servicescape are (1) ambient conditions, (2) 
spatial layout and functionality and (3) signs, symbols and artefacts (Figure 2.2).  
Bitner (1992) suggested that these three dimensions influence customer responses 
cognitively, emotionally and physiologically, moderated by personal and situational 
factors. 
 
Drawing from the various definitions of servicescape in current literature, it could be 
concluded that the environmental setting in which services occur is not just limited to 
the built physical surroundings, as originally suggested by Bitner (1992). Scholars 
offering various other definitions do however collectively agree that servicescapes 
can be purposely designed to influence consumer behaviour. Nevertheless, there are 
several differences of opinions among them regarding what the servicescape actually 
comprises of. As mentioned before, Ezeh and Harris (2007) suggested that the 
servicescape focuses on the design of space, whereas Arnould, Price and Tierney 
(1998) interpret it as the design of place. Concurring with Bitner’s servicescape 
concept, the built environment does actually incorporate space and place as part of 
the service setting.  
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Studies by Brady and Cronin (2001), Hoffman and Turley (2002), Tombs and McColl-
Kennedy (2003), Kwortnik (2008) and Rosenbaum and Massiah (2011) further 
expanded the dimensions of the servicescape to include more wide-ranging aspects 
of the service setting. In addition to the physical aspects of the service setting, they 
have included both tangible and intangible aspects of the service environment, which 
might not be within the firm’s control. For instance, the behaviours of other customers 
are not always controllable by the service firm.  
Research on dysfunctional consumer behaviour have indicated that negative 
incidences such as drunkenness and verbal abuse impacts negatively on service 
experiences (Harris & Reynolds, 2003; Huang et al., 2010; Daunt & Harris, 2011). 
Another potentially problematic issue relates to the number of customers that are 
present within the service setting. In other words, the presence of too many 
customers may cause high social density and overcrowding. Past studies have 
indicated that depending on different contextual settings, a place that is cramped and 
crowded could lead to negative service experiences (Machleit, Kellaris & Eroglu, 
1994, Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011; Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012).  
Besides the presence of customers in the service setting, employees are also 
considered an intangible aspect of the environment. For example, Kwortnik’s (2008) 
study of how passengers interact with the cruise service environment (shipscapes) 
revealed that social factors such as employees’ friendliness and professionalism 
made a lasting impact on their cruise experience. Similarly, studies within the context 
of hotels (Kattara, Weheba  & El-Said, 2008) and retail stores (Fowler & Bridges, 
2012) have indicated that both negative and positive behaviours of frontline 
employees impact upon customers’ overall satisfaction with the service experience;  
Table 2.2 provides a summary of the key servicescape dimensions that have been 
presented in previous studies. Based on the synthesis of these given definitions and 
dimensions, this research will describe servicescape as the design of all aspects of 
the service environment, taking into account physical and social factors, to 
consciously influence consumer reactions and behaviours. 
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Table 2.2 Servicescape Dimensions 
Author Servicescape Dimensions 
Baker (1986) Ambient factors, Design  factors, Social factors 
Bitner (1992) Ambient conditions, Space/function, Signs, symbols and Artefacts 
Wakefield and Blodgett (1999) Design, Equipment, Ambience 
Hoffman and Turley (2002) 
General exterior, General interior, Layout and design, Point-of-
purchase and decoration, Contact personnel, Other customers 
Kwortnik (2008) Ambient factors, Design factors, Social factors 
Bowie & Buttle (2011) 
External environment, Internal environment, Employees, 
Customers 
Rosenbaum and Massiah 
(2011) 
Physical dimension, Social dimension, Socially symbolic 
dimension, Natural dimension 
Walls (2013) Physical environment, Human interaction 
Previous research has also highlighted that, depending on the service context, 
customer’s judgement of the service experience is influenced by different 
servicescape dimensions. For instance, retail shoppers base their quality inferences 
on the ambient and social elements of the store environment (Turley & Milliman, 
2000) whereas in a restaurant setting, customers expect the restaurant atmosphere 
to match the type of food sold (Lin & Mattila, 2010). This suggests that the design of 
the servicescape should take into account the different range of service contexts. 
Further expansion of the servicescape’s dimensions has been investigated by Turley 
and Milliman (2000). Building on Kotler’s (1973) grouping of atmospheric elements, 
Turley and Milliman (2000) attempted to create a more organised and logical 
structure to explain the influence of atmospherics on consumer behaviour. A list of 
fifty-seven atmospheric elements was placed into five basic categories. These 
categories are labelled external variables, internal variables, layout and design 
variables, point-of-purchase and decoration variables and human variables (refer 
Table 2.3).Turley and Milliman (2000) further investigated the effects of these 
atmospheric variables by reviewing the literature on consumer-related atmospheric 
effects. Based on sixty published empirical studies, their findings revealed that 
atmospheric variables influence a wide variety of consumer evaluations and 
behaviours. Furthermore, different categories of customers appear to behave 
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differently when presented with the same atmospheric stimulus. This conclusion 
supports Kotler’s (1973) contention that there is no ideal atmospheric design that will 
appeal to all market segments. Therefore, the design of service environments should 
take into account the characteristics of customers it wants to attract. 
 
In relation to the present research, Turley and Milliman’s (2000) extensive list of 
atmospheric variables provides a more in-depth understanding of the range of 
environmental stimuli that can influence consumer behaviour. Furthermore, the 
present research also draws upon Turley and Milliman’s (2000) conclusion that the 
design of atmospherics should take into account the views and preferences of the 
service firm’s target market. By understanding the demands of the target market and 
the way they respond to the environment, the service firm can better manipulate the 
environment to influence their behaviour. Since this research focuses on the social 
behaviour of consumers, there is a need to fully understand how the environment 
encourages social interaction and if the design of the environment attracts consumers 
that are interested in socially interacting among themselves. 
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Table 2.3 Categorisation of Atmospheric Variables 
1. External variables 
a. Exterior signs 
b. Entrances 
c. Exterior display windows 
d. Height of building 
e. Size of building 
f. Colour of building 
g. Surrounding stores 
h. Lawns and gardens 
i. Address and location 
j. Architectural style 
k. Surrounding area 
l. Parking availability 
m. Congestion and traffic 
n. Exterior walls 
 
2. General interior variables 
a. Flooring and carpeting 
b. Colour schemes 
c. Lighting 
d. Music 
e. P.A. usage 
f. Scents 
g. Tobacco smoke 
h. Width of aisles 
i. Wall composition 
j. Paint and wallpaper 
k. Ceiling composition 
l. Merchandise 
m. Temperature 
n. Cleanliness 
 
3. Layout and design variables 
a. Space design and allocation 
b. Placement of merchandise 
c. Grouping of merchandise 
d. Work station placement 
e. Placement of equipment 
f. Placement of cash registers 
g. Waiting areas 
h. Waiting rooms 
i. Department locations 
j. Traffic flow 
k. Racks and cases 
l. Waiting queues 
m. Furniture 
n. Dead areas 
 
4. Point-of-purchase and decoration 
variables 
a. Point-of-purchase displays 
b. Signs and cards 
c. Wall decorations 
d. Degrees and certificates 
e. Pictures 
f. Artwork 
g. Product displays 
h. Usage instructions 
i. Price displays 
j. Teletext 
 
5. Human variables 
a. Employee characteristics 
b. Employee uniforms 
c. Crowding 
d. Customer characteristics 
e. Privacy 
 
Source: Turley and Milliman (2000) 
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2.3 Servicescapes and consumer behaviour 
The influence of servicescapes on the behaviour of consumers has been established 
in past research within the context of sports stadiums (Hightower et al., 2002; Uhrich 
& Benkenstein, 2012), fashion retail stores (Lin & Liang, 2011), restaurants (Harris & 
Ezeh, 2008) and leisure settings (Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996; Fernandes & Neves, 
2014). The marketing and environmental psychology literatures provide substantial 
support for the study of servicescapes and its influence on the behaviours of 
individuals who are present within the service setting. Much of the research relating to 
servicescapes has acknowledged the theoretical influence of environmental 
psychology to explain the interrelationship between the physical environment and the 
human behaviour (Bitner, 1992; Turley & Milliman, 2000; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 
2003; Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011).  
 
Although the study of environmental psychology describes the direct impact of the 
environment on human emotions and behaviours (Bitner, 1992; Donovan & Rossiter, 
1982; Bell et al., 2001), it was not until the 1970s that the field took its first steps 
toward theory development (Holahan, 1982). Mehrabian and Russell (1974) are 
among the earliest environmental psychologists to propose the theory that physical or 
social stimuli in the environment directly affect the emotional state of a person, 
thereby influencing the person’s behaviours in it. This theory is encompassed in 
Mehrabian and Russell’s (1974) widely-referenced stimulus-organism-response 
(SOR) model (Figure 2.1) which suggests that individuals react toward and within 
environment in terms of approach or avoidance behaviour. Approach behaviours 
refer to behaviours showing desirability for the environment, while avoidance 
behaviours are those displaying lack of interest or desire for the environment. The 
SOR model is especially valuable in explaining how stimuli (S) from the environment 
would arouse emotions (O) that will consequently influence behaviour responses (R).  
Figure 2.1 The Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) Model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Mehrabian and Russell (1974) 
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Chapter 2: Definitions and Dimensions of the Servicescape Concept 
16 
 
 
Over the past 30 years, the SOR model has been well-tested, validated and modified 
to suit the marketing environment (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982; Turley & Milliman, 
2000; Hoffman & Turley, 2002; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003). In the retail sector, 
the SOR model was adapted by Donovan and Rossiter (1982) to explain the effects 
of store atmosphere on shopping behaviour. The SOR model was used to provide the 
following response taxonomy to describe customer behaviour in retail environments: 
1. A desire to stay (approach) or leave (avoidance) the environment. 
2. A desire or willingness to look around and explore the environment (approach) 
versus the tendency to avoid moving through or interacting with the 
environment or  tendency to remain inanimate in the environment (avoidance). 
3. A desire or willingness to communicate with others in the environment 
(approach) versus the tendency to avoid interacting with others or to ignore 
communication attempts from others (avoidance). 
4. The degree of enhancement (approach) or hindrance (avoidance) of 
performance and satisfaction with the task performances. 
 
The empirical study carried out by Donovan and Rossiter (1982) revealed that 
customers experienced retail store environments in terms of two major emotional 
dimensions which are arousal and pleasure. In the original SOR model, emotional 
responses were measured using the pleasure, arousal and dominance scale (PAD 
scale). According to Mehrabian and Russell (1974), 
1. Pleasure refers to the affective state of feeling good, happy, pleased or joyful. 
2. Arousal is the extent to which an individual feels stimulated, excited, alert or 
active. 
3. Dominance is the degree to which an individual feels influential, in control or 
important. 
 
Donovan and Rossiter’s (1982) adaptation of the SOR model predicted that 
customers will enjoy spending more time and perhaps more money in retail stores 
where they feel pleasure and a moderate to high degree of arousal. Nevertheless, it 
is necessary to highlight that this empirical study was limited to establishing the 
relationship between emotional states induced in a retail environment and the 
statements of behavioural intention in that environment. The study did not provide a 
taxonomy of in-store stimuli that relate systematically to the PAD dimensions. 
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Drawing from the SOR Model, this research suggests that manipulation of the 
environmental stimuli can evoke behavioural responses that may encourage 
individuals to socially interact with others who are present in the environment 
(approach behaviour) or to avoid making contact with other individuals (avoidance 
behaviour). Although the SOR Model is considered a valuable theoretical model for 
studying the effects of environmental settings on social interaction, it does not provide 
a detailed account of the various environmental stimuli that can produce changes in 
behaviour.  
 
The SOR Model and Bitner’s (1992) servicescape framework (Figure 2.2) shares 
several similarities. Firstly, both frameworks show that individuals respond to service 
environments with either approach or avoidance behaviours and secondly, in both 
frameworks, the environmental stimuli are still largely seen as physical features. 
However, the internal responses in Bitner’s (1992) servicescape framework include 
cognitive, emotional and physiological reactions to the environment, whereas the 
SOR model considers just emotional aspects.  
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Figure 2.2 Bitner's (1992) Servicescape Framework 
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Source: Bitner (1992, p.60) 
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Besides Bitner’s (1992) seminal paper, an earlier study by Kotler (1973) also 
explained the influence of servicescapes on consumer behaviour. Marketing literature 
has recognised Kotler’s (1973) contribution in proposing atmospherics as a marketing 
tool. The term ‘atmospherics’ was introduced by Kotler (1973, p.50) to describe “the 
effort to design buying environments to produce specific emotional effects in the 
buyer that enhance the buyer’s purchase probability”. As early as the 1970s, Kotler 
(1973) highlighted the neglected area of aesthetics in consumption settings and 
proposed that atmospherics could serve as an attractive marketing tool. His 
categorisation of atmospheric elements was based on sensory terms which include 
visual dimensions (colour, brightness, size, shapes), aural dimensions (volume, 
pitch), olfactory dimensions (scent, freshness) and tactile dimensions (softness, 
smoothness, temperature). Kotler’s (1973) notion of atmospherics is considered a 
significant reference point in the attempt to specifically identify environmental stimuli 
influencing behavioural changes. The current research will therefore adopt some of 
Kotler’s (1973) atmospheric elements which may have the potential to influence 
consumer behaviour, especially in terms of social interaction. 
2.4 Servicescapes and social interaction 
One of the major criticisms of Bitner’s (1992) servicescape framework is that only the 
tangible and physical aspects of the organisation’s surroundings are considered to 
influence the responses and behaviours of both customers and employees. There 
has been no mention of the social aspects of the environment such as the presence 
of the employees or other customers. It is argued that social factors also help create 
the overall experience of the service setting and therefore, should not be disregarded 
(Martin, 1995; Tombs &McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Hall, 2009; 
Huang & Hsu, 2009b; Nicholls, 2010). However, Bitner (1992) acknowledges that 
although elements of the servicescape do not include social factors, her framework 
suggests that social interactions are viewed as the outcome of the customer’s 
response to the servicescape. She cited Club Med as an example whereby a highly 
complex setting is needed to encourage social interaction among and between 
guests and employees. Similarly, her observations in Benihana restaurants revealed 
that the seating arrangements and the food preparation process encouraged 
interactions among total strangers. These two examples provide further evidence that 
service experience could be enhanced by managing customers’ and employees’ 
social interaction. 
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Despite the importance of servicescapes in facilitating social interaction, little 
attention has been paid to how the different elements of servicescape influence social 
interaction. Although several researchers (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Argyle, 
Furnham & Graham, 1981; Holahan, 1982; Levy, Getz & Hudson, 2011; Bowie & 
Buttle, 2011) have suggested that the physical environment may influence consumer 
behaviour in terms of social interaction, there have been very little empirical findings 
that support this notion. This implies that one can use the physical environment to 
influence customer interactions. In other words, tangible aspects of the service setting 
such as furniture, interior decor and space layout may be purposely designed to 
create the right ambiance that will encourage individuals to socialise with one 
another. 
 
To date, very limited studies have empirically examined how social interaction can be 
facilitated. The only study that purposely examined how the physical environment 
affects social interaction is that conducted by Zemke and Shoemaker (2007). They 
focused solely on the effect of ambient scent on social interactions within a meeting 
room setting. Their findings revealed that the use of a pleasant ambient odour 
(essential oil of geranium) had a significant, positive influence on the number of social 
interactions exhibited by participants. 
 
Past studies attempting to explain the relationship between environmental stimuli and 
social interaction behaviours have mostly been in the form theoretical perspectives.  
For example, Mehrabian and Russell (1974) proposed that the spatial arrangement of 
objects and persons, as well as architecture and room decorations all have an 
influence on the frequency and quality of social interactions. However, they did not 
enter into a discussion on how these elements influence social interaction. Another 
example is provided by Argyle, Furnham & Graham (1981) who explained in more 
detail how environmental settings can stimulate and encourage social interaction. In 
their study, the following four concepts are considered relevant to analysing 
environmental settings in which social situations occur: 
1. Boundaries are defined as enclosures within which social interaction takes 
place. 
2. Props are the furnishings, decorations and objects contained within the 
boundaries. 
3. Modifiers are the physical aspects of the environment such as noise, 
colour, light, humidity and odour that affect the emotional tone of 
behaviour. 
Chapter 2: Definitions and Dimensions of the Servicescape Concept 
21 
 
4. Spaces refer to the distances among people and objects, and the use and 
meaning attached to them. 
 
In her studies of backpacker interaction, Murphy (2001) adopted these four concepts 
to analyse the environmental settings of hostels, as hostels are where backpackers 
have the most interaction with one another. Murphy’s (2001) findings will be further 
explained in Section 4.11. 
 
Similar to Mehrabian and Russell (1974) and Argyle, Furnham & Graham’s (1981) 
suggestions, Bowie and Buttle (2011) also highlighted several aspects of 
servicescape design that can effect social interaction. These aspects include: 
1. The use of space. 
2. The design of seating arrangements – the distance between the seating 
can encourage or discourage conversation between customers. 
3. The décor – the choice of colours, fabrics and furniture. 
4. Lighting and background music. 
 
Drawing from the abovementioned literature, it can be concluded that servicescape 
design can help in encouraging social interactions. However, none of the of the 
studies mentioned in the literature review address the question of how each 
servicescape element can be explicitly manipulated to facilitate or inhibit social 
interaction. Therefore, the aim of the present research is to close this gap in literature, 
particularly by providing empirical evidence to examine the influence of the 
servicescape on social interaction. 
 
Referring back to Bitner’s (1992) servicescape framework, this research 
acknowledges that although it has its limitations, the framework provides a solid 
foundation for the study of the influence of the environment on people within it. Within 
the context of this research, the framework helps address the important issue of how 
servicescapes can influence customer interactions and their evaluation of the service 
experience. As mentioned previously, Bitner (1992) proposed that elements of the 
servicescape may cause internal responses (cognitive, emotional and physiological) 
which influence the evaluation of the service experience. According to her model, 
these responses may in turn lead to approach/avoidance behaviours within the 
service environment and consequently, have an impact on social interactions. In 
other words, a positive physiological response to the servicescape may influence the 
customer to stay longer in the service environment (approach behaviour), thereby 
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increasing the likelihood of socialising with fellow customers. However, Bitner’s 
(1992) model will need to be revised as the focus of the present research is to find 
out how servicescapes influence social interaction, and consequently how this 
interaction influences service experience evaluation. 
2.5 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this section of the literature review has presented a detailed account of 
the different aspects of the service environment that have the potential to influence 
consumer behaviour. Various terms such as ‘servicescapes’ and  ‘atmospherics’ have 
been used in literature to explain the different dimensions of the service environment 
that affect the way consumers behave and interact with one another. Following this, 
the present study will adopt the term ‘servicescape’ to encompass all aspects of the 
service environment that can be manipulated by service firms to influence consumer 
behaviour. In order to address the first and third research objectives of this study, this 
research will particularly focus on the different elements of the servicescape that can 
influence consumer behaviour in terms of service experience evaluation and social 
interaction. Moving away from the physical aspects of the service environment, the 
next section of this thesis will now discuss the social aspects of the service settings 
that may influence the customer’s evaluation of the service experience. 
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Social Interaction in Service Settings 
3.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to develop an understanding of how social interactions 
enhance or damage the service experience. This chapter is structured into three 
sections. Firstly, past studies on how the service experience is influenced by social 
interactions is discussed. Secondly, previous research focusing on how social 
interaction could be managed is reviewed and thirdly, social interaction that occurs 
within the hospitality and tourism context is highlighted. 
3.2 Social interaction and the customers’ service experience 
To date, the majority of the services and marketing literature has mainly focused on 
the influence of the physical aspects of the service settings on service experience 
(Kotler, 1973; Bitner, 1992; Kwortnik, 2008; Harris & Ezeh, 2008). It is argued by 
Jones (1995), Martin (1995), Tombs and McColl-Kennedy (2003) and Nicholls (2010) 
that the service context plays an important role in determining whether or not social 
aspects of the environment, such as the presence and behaviour of employees and 
other customers, may be of substantial relevance to the customer’s experience. So 
far, very few studies (Obenour et al., 2006; Kwortnik, 2008; Papathanassis, 2012) 
have explored social interactions among customers in a comprehensive manner. This 
lack of research is surprising given that many business companies deliver services to 
customers in the presence of other customers.  
 
In some service settings, customers even co-produce/co-create the service with other 
customers. Past studies on customer co-creation highlight the customer’s role in 
delivering the service process, thus creating value for themselves as well as the 
service providers (Lusch & Vargo, 2006; Finsterwalder & Tuzovic, 2010; McColl-
Kennedy & Tombs, 2011; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Johnston et al., 
2012; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014; Rihova et al., 2014). For 
example, retail customers may make personal recommendations to each other about 
which products to buy, thus contributing towards the shopping experience. Similarly, 
in a spectator sports setting, the presence of fellow customers often add to the 
pleasurable overall atmosphere of the sporting experience. The topic of customer co-
creation is especially crucial in the service-dominant (S-D) logic literature whereby it 
Chapter 3: Social Interaction in Service Settings 
24 
 
is proposed that the customer becomes a co-creator of value (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). 
Specifically, the S-D logic highlights the value-creation process that occurs when a 
customer uses a product/service, rather than when the output is manufactured 
(Payne et al., 2008). The current research therefore suggests that depending on the 
service setting, customers may be involved in the joint creation and consumption of 
service through their interactions with one another. To support this proposition, the 
following section gives a detailed review of past studies linking the relationship 
between social interaction and service experience. 
 
Among the earliest work focusing on social interaction between customers in a 
service environment was that by Martin and Pranter (1989). Their study explored 
several fundamental research questions around customer compatibility management. 
Customer compatibility is especially important to service providers such as 
restaurants, bars and hotels, which could potentially be affected by the nature of 
customer-to-customer interactions. Compatibility management is defined as, 
“a process of first attracting homogeneous consumers to the service 
environment, then actively managing both the physical environment 
and the social encounters in such a way as to enhance satisfying 
encounters and minimize dissatisfying encounters” (Martin and Pranter, 
1989, p.7). 
 
Their exploratory study combined reviews of trade and academic literature with 
consumer focus groups and observation audits. Findings showed that pleasant 
encounters (e.g. polite conversations, good manners, friendly smile) with fellow 
customers add positively to the service experience and seem to enhance perceptions 
of service quality. On the other hand, negative experiences, which were usually a 
result of customer incompatibility, had the opposite effect and led to customer 
dissatisfaction. Their study provided a list of incompatible behaviours such as 
rudeness and poor manners, loud and boisterous behaviours and inappropriate 
dress. Some of the recommendations made by the researchers include grouping 
compatible customers together, enforcing codes of conduct for customers and 
utilizing the physical environment to foster compatible customer-to-customer 
relationships. Based on Martin and Pranter’s (1989) study, the present research 
suggests that positive service experiences could be offered by service firms by 
managing how customers interact with each other, as well as manipulating the 
physical environment to either encourage or discourage this interaction. 
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Nevertheless, Martin and Pranter (1989) acknowledge that while certain behaviours 
are viewed as incompatible in some service environments, it may well be viewed as 
quite appropriate in other situations or service contexts. A major limitation to Martin 
and Pranter’s (1989) landmark study is that it did not detail how the data were 
actually collected. Furthermore, the service environments in which the findings were 
applicable were not stated either. Other researchers such as Jones (1995), Walter, 
Edvardsson and Ostrom (2010) and Soderlund (2011) also support the notion that 
some aspects of social interaction may both enhance as well as possibly destroy the 
service experience. For example, cheering and clapping in a sports game may add to 
the enjoyment of the spectators whereas such behaviours may displease patrons of a 
fine dining restaurant. Drawing from this, the present research suggests that 
understanding exactly how social interactions affect customers’ service experience is 
of paramount importance because this would help service providers improve 
customer satisfaction. 
3.3 The management of social interaction among customers 
Building on Martin and Pranter’s (1989) study, Martin (1995) attempted to gain further 
insights into the impacts of other customers on satisfaction of the overall service 
experience. He developed a 19-item generic scale to measure customer compatibility 
in a variety of service environments (Table 3.1). Customer compatibility was 
conceptually defined as “the extent to which customers within a business’ physical 
environment interact with one another in a satisfying/dissatisfying manner” (Martin, 
1995, p.302). This interaction may be direct (through specific interpersonal 
encounters) or indirect (by being part of the service environment’s atmosphere). The 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction derived from the interaction implies varying degrees of 
personal tolerance towards others as well as a degree of psychological discomfort. 
For example, customer satisfaction may suffer if other customers on the premises 
smoke, shout loudly or dress inappropriately. Conversely, smiling or polite 
conversations among customers may lead to a more satisfying service experience. 
 
In this study, customers were asked to recall specific service experiences that were 
influenced by the behaviours (or characteristics) of other customers simultaneously 
sharing the service environment. The 19-item customer compatibility scale used a 5-
point Likert-type format with responses ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly 
agree’. 
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Table 3.1 19-item Customer Compatibility Scale 
Item statements 
 
1. People often annoy me in public places. 
2. Other people in public places irritate me easily. 
3. Other people hurt my feelings in public. 
4. It is difficult for me to trust other people in public. 
5. I find my health and safety sometimes jeopardized by others in public places. 
6. Strangers rarely annoy me in public. 
7. I avoid many public places because they attract an undesirable element. 
8. Other people can be very rude in public places. 
9. There are many people I would rather not associate with in public. 
10. I usually like people I meet for the first time. 
11. Other people are usually polite to me in public. 
12. I avoid other people. 
13. I enjoy being with people more than being alone. 
14. I am compatible with most other people I meet. 
15. Other people feel uncomfortable around me in public. 
16. I feel good when I share something with someone I do not know. 
17. I am a likable person. 
18. It is easy for me to relax in public spaces. 
19. I feel comfortable with strangers when in public places. 
Source: Martin (1995) 
Tolerance of others and a feeling of psychological comfort are the major dimensions 
of the scale. References to specific behaviours or characteristics were intentionally 
avoided when generating the statements for the customer compatibility scale. This is 
because some behaviours tend to be interpreted in the context of specific service 
situations. For example, cheering loudly at a sporting event is considered acceptable 
whereas the same behaviour is considered inappropriate at a museum. When using 
the customer compatibility scale, if a respondent is very compatible, s/he would be 
expected to report being tolerant of other customer’s specific behaviours such as 
smoking or using profanity. Although Martin’s (1995) findings have been recognised 
as a landmark study in the area of consumer interaction, a major criticism of the 
customer compatibility scale is that the 19 items in the scale do not actually reflect 
how compatible one person is to another person. It cannot be assumed that an 
individual who is highly tolerant of another person’s behaviour is highly compatible 
with each other. While this is seen as the study’s main weakness, the findings provide 
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valuable insight into how the service experience is influenced by interactions with 
fellow customers. Understanding how the service experience is affected by customer 
compatibility and how customers tolerate each other’s behaviour or physical 
characteristics, is of fundamental importance within the present research. 
 
Twenty years on after Martin and Pranter’s (1989) seminal work, there has been an 
emerging stream of research that examines the effects of social interaction among 
customers in the service process and how this contributes to the overall service 
experience (Jones, 1995; Martin, 1995; Grove & Fisk, 1997; Harris & Baron, 2004; 
Huang & Hsu, 2010). Nevertheless, this area of study is still regarded as limited and 
not sufficiently studied (Wu, 2007; Rosenbaum, 2008; Zhang, Beatty & 
Mothersbaugh, 2010; Nicholls, 2010; Papathanassis, 2012). Much of the services 
literature has concentrated on customer-employee interactions and customer-service 
environment interactions. It is argued that one of the main reasons for the lack of 
research on interactions among customers is largely because such interactions 
cannot be controlled by the firm (Fisk, Brown & Bitner, 1993; Martin & Clark, 1996; 
Harris, Davies & Baron, 1997, Levy, Getz & Hudson, 2011). 
 
In contrast, several researchers have indicated that in theory, firms can intentionally 
influence customer interaction through the design of their servicescape (Mehrabian & 
Russell, 1974; Argyle, Furnham & Graham, 1981; Bowie & Buttle, 2011). 
Furthermore, empirical studies conducted by Murphy (2001), Obenour et al. (2006), 
Zemke and Shoemaker (2007), Kwortnik (2008) have demonstrated that social 
interaction can be managed and even facilitated by the firm using different elements 
of the servicescape. Obenour et al. (2006) for instance, suggested that larger 
kitchens in hostel buildings would encourage more social interaction whereas smaller 
kitchens would inhibit interactions. Drawing from this, the present study suggests that 
service firms can purposely manipulate different elements of the servicescape to 
facilitate social interactions among customers. 
 
Given that the topic is largely under-researched, it not surprising that empirical 
research in this area is still quite scarce. Studies that have been previously carried 
out employ mostly exploratory research techniques in their investigation (Martin & 
Pranter, 1989; Harris, Davies & Baron, 1997; Grove & Fisk, 1997; Harris & Baron, 
2004; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2010; Zhang, Beatty & Mothersbaugh, 2010). For 
instance, Harris and Baron (2004) studied conversations between strangers during 
rail travel and found that these conversations have a stabilizing impact on consumer 
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expectations and perceptions of service experience. They found three components to 
the stabilizing effect which are consumer risk/anxiety reduction, the enactment of 
partial employee role and the supply of social interaction. Another example is Tombs 
and McColl-Kennedy’s (2010) study of café patrons which showed that not only does 
the presence of customers influence the duration of stay of other customers, but also 
that customers like to be spatially near other customers when they are on their own or 
as a couple. 
 
This has managerial implications whereby service providers need to facilitate a social 
environment that will enhance the customer’s enjoyment of the service experience. 
Nonetheless, it is acknowledged by Levy (2010) that facilitation from service 
providers can be valued only if it is in agreement with the customer’s social needs. A 
clearer understanding of how social interactions contribute to the service experience 
may assist service firms to gain competitive advantage and enhance service quality 
(Jones, 1995; Moore et al., 2005; Huang & Hsu, 2009b; Zhang, Beatty & 
Mothersbough, 2010) as well as increase the perceived value of the firm’s offer 
(Gruen, Osmonbekov & Czaplewski,  2007). Since prior research clearly suggested 
that social interaction can contribute to the service experience, the present research 
will therefore focus on the extent to which customers’ interaction with one another 
influences their evaluation of the service experience. 
 
It has been argued by Papathanassis (2012, p.1149) that “compatibility/homogeneity 
as the key determinant of customer-to-customer satisfaction could be regarded as 
rather oversimplified, at least when isolated from the situational factors”. In his study 
of guest-to-guest interaction on board a cruise ship, it is suggested that an alternative 
strategy of pre-selecting customers and demographically segregating them on board 
should be adopted. Social engineering in cruise tourism was seen to be carried out 
through practices such as seating arrangements and times, dress code and 
communication formality. Such facilitation aimed at segregating incompatible 
customers and harmonising customers. Although social engineering may result in 
more positive interactions, such practice could be considered as a form of 
discrimination and raise ethical concerns (Johnson & Grier, 2013). Furthermore, 
current trends show that a significant number of cruise guests, especially younger 
ones appreciate minimal ‘managerial facilitation’ and regulation in their interactions 
with others. Therefore, his study proposed that shared experiences should be created 
and cruise guests be offered with activities that have a focus on interaction. Levy 
(2010) supports this notion and suggests that a more conducive environment may be 
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offered to appeal to market segments that enjoy having social interaction. Similar to 
Papathanassis (2012) and Levy (2010), the present study views that servicescapes 
that are purposely designed to encourage social interaction could act as a marketing 
strategy to attract customers that are especially interested in the social aspects of the 
service experience. 
 
Jones (1995) proposed that social interaction among customers can be central, 
additional or irrelevant to the service experience, depending on the context of service. 
For example, besides the services and facilities being provided, the social experience 
within Club Med, cruise ships and conferences may influence the way customers 
evaluate the organisation’s offering. This would mean that customer interaction is 
seen to be an integral part of the service experience. As for individuals going on a 
shopping trip or a holiday, the social interaction that might take place with fellow 
customers may be additional but not central to their service experience. Lastly, there 
are the interactions that serve almost no role in the service experience, such as bank 
transactions that require more privacy. Jones (1995) proposition has been referred to 
by many researchers in their studies within the context of cruise tourism (Huang & 
Hsu, 2009b; Papathanassis, 2012), retail (Harris, Davies & Baron, 1997), amusement 
parks (Grove & Fisk, 1997) and rail travel (Harris & Baron, 2004). However, the 
industry-specific nature of these studies limits the generalizability of the findings.  
 
For the present study, hostel accommodation is chosen as the service setting as it 
represents a service context in which social interaction and relationships are likely to 
impact on service experience. As Martin and Pranter (1989, p.10) suggest, the 
management of interaction between customers is most relevant in service settings in 
which the following seven attributes are present:  
“customers are in close physical proximity, verbal interaction among 
customers are likely, customers are engaged in numerous and varied 
activities, the service environment attracts a heterogeneous customer 
mix, the core service is compatibility, the customers must occasionally 
wait for service, customers are expected to share time, space or 
service utensils with one another”. 
 
As previously mentioned, studies on social interaction has been carried out in the 
context of cruise tourism, retail, hotel and festival experiences as these service 
contexts exhibit a number of these listed criteria. The hostel experience also fulfils 
Martin and Pranter’s (1989) criteria as the facilities and services offered (e.g. 
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dormitories, kitchen, bathrooms, lounge) are often expected to be shared among the 
guests. Consequently, both positive and negative interactions are bound to happen 
within the hostel’s shared environment. Furthermore, hostel users are relatively 
heterogeneous as they are likely to be backpackers with different nationalities and 
varied demographic characteristics. Section 4.11 provides a more detailed review of 
the social nature of hostelling, with further justification of researching the topic of 
social interaction within the context of hostel accommodation. 
 
In an attempt to classify the different forms of interactions customers might engage in 
with other customers, Zhang, Beatty and Mothersbaugh (2010) conducted a study 
that encompassed 15 typical service settings. These settings include air/train/bus, 
amusement park, bank, bar, concert, cruise, doctor/physician’s office, hair 
salon/barber’s shop, hotel/motel, gym, movie theatre, retail store and sports game. 
Using the critical incident technique, their findings revealed two broad groupings, 
positive incidents and negative incidents. These two groupings capture the overall 
positive-negative nature of experiences with other customers. Each group was further 
classified as involving either direct or indirect interactions with other customers. Out 
of 142 incidents reported, 75 were positive and 67 were negative. Different types of 
emotions and behaviours are associated with the positive and negative incidents. 
Many positive experiences with other customers involve a friendly conversation with 
other customers as well as incidents where customers provided a helpful answer to 
an enquiry or assistance with children. As for negative experiences, participants were 
not happy when they have to directly confront and ‘fight’ with others because of a 
problem often created by others. Such problems include invasion of personal space 
and inappropriate comments being made. 
 
Their findings showed that the degree of impact of customers on service experiences 
was dependent on the service setting, as suggested by Jones (1995). They also 
reported that in general, there are more service contexts in which the presence of 
other customers can lead to more positive experiences than to negative experiences. 
For example, while positive incidents were reported across the 15 different service 
settings, negative incidents were only reported across 11 service contexts. This 
means that there are many opportunities for service providers to take advantage of 
social interactions to enhance their customer’s service experiences. As for social 
interactions that are not desirable and lead to negative experiences, managers need 
to minimize the influence of direct interactions with others. Based on these findings, 
the present study therefore suggests that the customer’s evaluation of the service 
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experience is determined by two major factors. Firstly, the overall positive/negative 
experiences of interacting with other customers and secondly, the direct/indirect 
nature of these interactions. Together, these findings provide important insights into 
how different aspects of customers’ social interaction impact upon their evaluation of 
the service experience. In other words, these studies provide sound evidence that the 
occurrences of positive customer interaction, which could be either direct or indirect, 
could lead to the enhancement of the service experience. 
3.4 Social interaction within the hospitality and tourism context 
Within the context of hospitality and tourism, very little research has focused on the 
importance of social interaction that occurs between fellow travellers during their 
trip/holiday. The social aspects of cruise experiences have received relatively more 
attention compared to other tourism sectors. This could be due to the extended 
service duration of most cruises and the bounded service environment. In studies 
conducted by Yarnal and Kersetter (2005), Kwortnik (2008), Huang and Hsu (2009a), 
and Papathanassis (2012), it was concluded that social interaction among cruise 
passengers significantly influenced their cruise experience and vacation satisfaction. 
These studies have also highlighted that the physical space of the cruise ship played 
a central role in influencing the social interaction of cruise passengers. For example, 
Yarnal and Kersetter (2005, p.376) confirmed that “the playful qualities of cruise ship 
space fostered social interaction and the opportunity to spend extended time with 
like-minded individuals”. The studies presented so far highlight the need to further 
examine the relationship between service environments, social interaction and 
service experience. This is because despite several key findings highlighting the 
importance of enhancing the customers’ social experiences, there has been very little 
evidence to fully explain how this could be carried out in practice. 
 
Backpacking is another area where social interaction is of significant interest. Murphy 
(2001) examined interactions between backpackers to find out the way they 
disseminated information. Sorensen (2003) investigated how backpacker culture 
evolved through impromptu social interaction with other backpackers. Loker-Murphy 
and Pearce (1995) found that socialising with locals and fellow backpackers were 
significant elements of the backpacking experience. Obenour et al.’s (2006) study 
was the only one that showed a relationship between the social interactions among 
backpackers with their perceptions of the service experience.  
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3.5 Conclusion 
To conclude, this section of the literature review has established that depending on 
the service context, social interaction among customers can influence their evaluation 
of the service experience. Past research has also shown that social interaction may 
or may not be central to the service experience. Thus, this offers some answers that 
address the second research objective, which is to examine the extent to which social 
interaction among customers influences their evaluation of the service experience. 
Further empirical evidence is needed to examine how customers’ social interaction, 
be it positive or negative in nature, affect the way they evaluate their service 
experience.  
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Social Experiences of Hostelling and Backpacking 
4.1 Introduction 
The focus of this research is on hostel accommodation because social interaction is 
considered central to the hostel guests’ service experience. This chapter will 
therefore include an overview of the hostel concept and guest profiles, as well as 
highlight currents trends in hostel facilities and design. As hostels are commonly 
associated with backpackers, this chapter will also draw attention to the nature of the 
backpacker market and their current demands from the hostel sector.  
4.2 Defining ‘hostel’ accommodation 
Hostels are most commonly associated with backpackers who travel on a budget and 
do not mind giving up their privacy in exchange for low-cost accommodation. Due to 
global demand, coupled with the current financial crisis, the hostel sector is also 
attracting families and businesses travellers who are travelling on a budget (Cave, 
Thyne & Ryan, 2008; Mintel, 2009). Besides the low costs compared to hotel 
accommodation, hostel guests also have the opportunity to meet other like-minded 
travellers. Previous studies on the historical development of hostels have established 
that originally, hostels were purposely built to foster communication and interaction 
between hostellers (Biesanz, 1941; McCulloch, 1992; Dubin, 2003; Bowen & Daniels, 
2006). Getting to know fellow travellers is considered part of the product and 
experience of hostelling thus, the communal nature of hostel design helps facilitate 
this social interaction. Facilities such as bars, reading rooms, TV rooms and a 
common kitchen are important venues in the sociability of the hostel establishment as 
these areas provide opportunities for hostellers to share personal experiences and 
travel stories. Drawing from this, the present research views hostel accommodation 
as a service setting in which social interaction is central to the service experience. 
 
It is widely accepted that hostels typically offer dormitory-type rooms and common 
areas, therefore providing the opportunity for socialisation between and among 
travellers as well as the local community. However, the exact definition of the word 
hostel remains debatable as there are studies that attach different meanings to the 
whole hostelling experience. In some countries such as Malaysia, Indonesia and 
India, the word hostel on its own refers to student dormitories in residential schools 
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and universities where throughout their studies, students are provided a shared 
bedroom and study area. This is in agreement with Deakin’s (1996, p.36) definition of 
hostels as “houses or halls of residence for groups who have specific needs – 
typically students, young workers, tourists and organised parties”. Besides providing 
accommodation to younger members of the society, Deakin (1996) also pointed out 
that there are also other different types of hostels, which are usually run by charities 
such as the Salvation Army, to provide short-term and long-term housing to the very 
poor or homeless in society. 
 
While the shared dormitory space and common areas provided in a commercially-let 
hostel is what sets it apart from other accommodation types such as hotels and 
guesthouses, the term hostel has been adopted by several other accommodation 
providers that do not traditionally meet the basic hostel defining criteria. According to 
Timothy and Teye (2009), some hotels have reportedly even converted one of their 
private rooms into a five or six-bed dormitory so they will qualify and be able to join a 
hostel association and get listed on the association’s reservations systems. 
Furthermore, since the term hostel is not copyrighted or owned by any one individual 
or company, its use has become even more widespread. Timothy and Teye (2009) 
highlighted that lodging specialists have often debated about what exactly a hostel is 
and it is suggested that the meaning of hostel should be definitely set to preclude 
non-hostels from claiming to be hostels. For instance, some proponents suggest that 
a lodging facility can call itself a hostel only if it has: 
“at least fifty per cent of its beds in dorm rooms, provide traveller facilities 
such as kitchenettes, Internet, common areas, laundry facilities, be low-
budget oriented, provide a personal atmosphere conducive to meeting 
other travellers and accept individual walk-ins” (Timothy &Teye, 2009, 
p.220). 
 
Essentially, the most defining characteristic of a hostel is the provision of dormitory-
type rooms. Thus, an accommodation provider that only offers private rooms is not 
considered a hostel. Nevertheless, more and more hostels are offering shared 
dormitory rooms as well as single or double en-suite rooms to its guests. A list of 
communal areas typically offered in hostel accommodation is presented in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 Communal areas within hostel accommodation 
1. Kitchen 
2. Dining area 
3. Lounge / living room 
4. Bars 
5. Reading rooms 
 
Besides the term hostel, ‘backpacker hostel’ and ‘youth hostel’ are terms that have 
also been adopted by researchers as well as hostel operators to refer to hostel 
accommodation. It is noted that in Australia and New Zealand, hostels are more 
commonly abbreviated to just ‘backpackers’ and in most countries, the term ‘youth 
hostel’ is becoming obsolete as hostels no longer restrict their use only to young 
people. For the purpose of this research, the term hostel will specifically refer to 
commercially-let properties where guests can rent either a bed in a dormitory-style 
room or a private room, and share hostel facilities, such as kitchens and lounges, with 
other guests. 
4.3 Historical development of hostel accommodation 
Historically, hostels were mostly referred to as ‘youth hostels’ because they were 
used largely by school children. In the early years, hostel buildings were basically 
unused school buildings or empty barns that were found in rural areas and created to 
allow city-bound students to spend a weekend in the natural landscape (Dubin, 
2003). The founder of the world’s first youth hostel, Richard Schirrmann, a German 
teacher, proposed that an entire network of schools should be opened for the 
purpose of sheltering youth overnight. Although the teaching profession opposed the 
hostelling network, the general public approved. In 1910 he persuaded the local 
authorities to establish the world’s first permanent youth hostel, equipped with two 
dormitories containing large triple-tier wooden bunks, a kitchen and washrooms. By 
1912, Schirrmann pushed his idea beyond the use of temporarily empty schools and 
advocated the creation of a system of lodgings permanently open to travelling 
groups. The hostel system allowed youth not only to travel on a reduced budget, but 
also to meet other hostellers and establish friendships among strangers. 
 
In 1919, the German Youth Hostel Association was formally established and from this 
point, the Youth Hostels Movement flourished throughout the world to countries such 
as Switzerland in 1924, Poland 1926, England and Wales 1930, New Zealand 1932, 
USA 1934, Canada 1938 and Australia 1939 (McCulloch, 1992). It failed to penetrate 
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only those underdeveloped countries where roads were too poor for cycling, or where 
the middle class (the predominant users of hostels) accounted for too small a 
percentage of the populace (Dubin, 2003). Today, the Youth Hostel Association 
(YHA) is one of the world’s largest accommodation network with more than 4,000 
hostels in 80 member countries (Hostelling International, 2011). 
 
YHA hostels range from very large buildings with several hundred beds to small 
intimate cabins catering to around 20-30 people at a time (McCulloch, 1992). 
Traditionally, the rules for YHA hostel operations were quite strict. Hostellers had to 
adhere to early curfews, segregated bunkrooms, imposition of a 3-day maximum limit 
of stay and prohibition of alcohol consumption. However, the emergence of the non-
YHA backpacker industry in 1983 has driven the YHA to liberalise its current policy 
and improve its rather restrictive image. In a government report on Australia’s 
backpacker tourism industry, McCulloch (1992) highlighted how the non-profit, 
volunteer section of the YHA responded to the competition brought by the more 
forceful market-oriented non-YHA hostel operators. YHA had been the sole market 
operator of backpacker style accommodation for over 40 years but lost more than 50 
per cent of its traditional market as it did not keep up with the demand for more hostel 
accommodation and failed to undertake the appropriate market research to assess 
the changing demands of its members. Furthermore, the YHA did not have the 
capacity or the flexibility to cope with the massive increase of backpackers coming 
from overseas. 
 
According to McCulloch (1992), the non-YHA operators were quick to recognise the 
profits to be made in this market gap. They promoted their hostels under the 
‘backpacker’ label, thus moving away from the stigma of the name ‘youth hostel’ 
commonly associated with the inflexible and conservative nature of hostelling. In non-
YHA hostels, there were no membership requirements, no curfews, alcohol was 
allowed and in addition, offered mixed dormitories, courtesy buses from train, plane 
and coach terminals, tour agencies and licensed bars. Compared to the YHA hostels, 
the non-YHAs had very creative and innovative marketing strategies using 
backpacker newspapers, accommodation guides, backpacker nightclubs, restaurants 
and discount cards. Other simple marketing strategies included accepting credit cards 
and building smaller bunkrooms which proved to be very popular among 
backpackers. Even the poor quality non-YHA hostels with overcrowded rooms and 
bad security were able to compete with high standard YHA hostels because of YHA’s 
old-fashioned image problem. 
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Having realized the need to fiercely compete in the marketplace, the YHA made 
drastic changes to improve its image. Most of the hostels are now open 24 hours a 
day, the length of stay has been greatly extended beyond the 3-day limit, and the 
market’s preference for more privacy and greater facilities has been taken into 
account. Historically, YHA had acquired buildings where it was assumed that 
members would like to go. Now, state-of-the-art hostels in ideal locations are now 
operating and offering better services and facilities such as smaller rooms, family 
rooms and recreational areas. It could be concluded that the emergence of non-YHA 
hostels has benefited customers immensely as YHA has been forced to come to 
terms with its structure and update the facilities and services it once offered. 
 
Based on the above studies on the historical development of hostel accommodation, 
the present research suggests that hostels have to keep up with the demands and 
expectations of their guests in order to remain competitive in the marketplace. 
Changes have to be made in accordance with the preferences of their target market 
in order to ensure that they enjoy their hostelling experience. Overall, there seems to 
be some evidence to indicate that generally hostel guests not only expect higher 
standards of hostel facilities, akin to hotel-type accommodation, they are also more 
demanding in terms of the quality of service offered in hostels. The present study will 
therefore investigate guests’ current perception of their hostel experience so that 
practical, managerial recommendations could be offered in terms of meeting their 
expectation.  
4.4 Profiles of hostel guests 
The hostel sector forms a small but significant part of the accommodation industry 
and has a clearly targeted market segment which are the backpackers and other 
youth travellers. Such strong focus on niche market areas can successfully contribute 
towards high occupancy levels (Deakin, 1996). In order to maintain high occupancy 
levels and continue attracting backpackers to choose hostels over other 
accommodation types, hostels have to adapt to meet the changing expectations of its 
guests. Cave’s (2007) empirical investigation revealed that younger backpackers still 
value dormitory-style rooms at budget prices but would also like to have the option of 
private accommodation if they so choose. Her findings also revealed that the 
availability of large communal rooms were not considered as very important among 
both backpackers and non-backpackers staying in hostels, reflecting a shift towards 
more privacy and personal conveniences. 
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While the low-budget and communal nature of hostel accommodation used to, and in 
some cases still do attract backpacker travellers, there are guests who have raised 
serious concerns over safety, security and privacy issues. Even with 24-hour security, 
luggage storage rooms and personal lockers for safely storing valuables, theft is still 
considered a major problem as guests are sharing a common living space. Staying in 
dorms also means having to put up with noise from people snoring, returning late at 
night and having sexual encounters, all of which can make sleeping difficult on 
occasions. This lack of privacy due to shared sleeping quarters may significantly 
contribute towards an unpleasant hostelling experience. Guests may no longer value 
the social atmosphere of shared spaces and much prefer peace of mind knowing that 
their belongings are safe and their sleep uninterrupted, thus opting for other 
accommodation options such as budget hotels. Drawing from these studies, it is clear 
that hostel operators must therefore take the initiative to address these concerns to 
keep their share of the market, particularly the backpacker segment. 
 
Studies have shown that the backpacker market is no longer considered 
homogeneous (Uriely et al., 2002; Ateljevic & Dorne, 2005; Hecht & Martin, 2006; 
Maoz, 2007; Cohen, 2003; O’Reilly, 2006). There are conflicting demands in terms of 
facilities and services expected within the hostel accommodation due to the different 
demographic and socio-economic backgrounds of the guests. In the past, 
backpackers used to travel on a shoe-string budget and do not mind giving up the 
right to privacy in the exchange for low-cost accommodation. Not only that, they 
enjoyed the company of other travellers within the shared spaces of the kitchen, 
dormitories and living areas. On the other hand, although they still expect to have the 
same opportunity to socialise with fellow backpackers, some of the present-day 
backpackers have more disposable income and prefer to travel in comfort. The 
present study therefore suggests that besides providing solutions for safety, security 
and privacy problems, hostels also have to understand the current trends and 
demands among its target market segment, the backpackers. 
 
One of the key developments in backpacker tourism has been in terms of the notion 
of ‘flashpackers’. Hannam and Diekmann (2010) suggests that this sub-segment of 
the backpacker market, also known as the ‘backpacker-plus’ market, exemplifies the 
changing demographics in Western societies where people get married at an older 
age, have children at an older age, are more affluent, experience new technological 
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developments as well as have the luxury of increased holiday and leisure time. They 
therefore define flashpackers as: 
1. the older twenty to thirty-something backpacker 
2. who travels with an expensive backpack or trolley-type case 
3. stays in a variety of accommodation depending on the location 
4. has greater disposable income 
5. visits more ‘off the beaten track’ locations 
6. carries a laptop 
7. engages with mainstream backpacker culture 
 
For the flashpackers, travelling as a backpacker has been a deliberate decision 
rather than due to budget constraints (Paris, 2012). Jarvis and Peel (2010) further 
elaborate that flashpacking is considered ‘upmarket backpacking’ in which older 
travellers on career breaks can afford to spend more money on luxury experiences 
while on the road. Their research examined how the flashpacker market presented a 
niche opportunity for sustainable tourism in Fiji. It was proposed that policymakers 
find ways of supporting the local industry in addressing the demands of the 
flashpacker market. For example, providing more comfortable and private 
accommodation for flashpackers could be financially viable for local communities as 
they can recoup their construction costs relatively quickly due to high demands from 
this market segment. Provision of good quality dining options within the 
accommodation sector may also contribute towards their revenue. Nevertheless, it 
should be noted that the backpacker market is still dominated by many younger and 
less affluent tourists who spend most of their time in mainstream and institutionalized 
backpacker enclaves (Paris, 2012).  
 
Drawing from this, the present study suggests that emergence of the flashpackers 
indicates the need for service providers to understand the expectations of this market 
so as to offer the right services and facilities to them. The evidence presented in this 
section further suggests that although flashpackers still engage in the backpacking 
culture, their higher level of service expectation may be at odds with the more 
budget-conscious backpackers. Hence, hostels need to carefully tailor their services 
accordingly to appeal to their target markets. Nonetheless, as social interaction 
features strongly in the backpacking culture, both parties are likely to have the mutual 
intention of purposely selecting hostels that provide them the opportunity to do so.  
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Hostelling International (HI), the world’s largest network of hostels, recognises that 
the economic, social and political environment surrounding hostelling has changed 
dramatically during the last century (Hostelling International, 2011). Hostels all over 
the world therefore need to fulfil the expectations of young people who have more 
money, more free time and greater mobility than ever before. The independent hostel 
sector is particularly trying to tap into the higher disposable income of flashpackers, 
who generally seek low-budget accommodation but still expect extra comfort and 
small luxuries (Cave, Thyne & Ryan, 2008; Mintel, 2009; Timothy & Teye, 2009). This 
sub-segment of the backpacker market is reported to be the driving force behind the 
demand for better quality accommodation and service (Mintel, 2009). 
4.5 Current hostel trends 
Current demand from the more affluent flashpacker segment has prompted 
international hotel companies to cater to this profitable market. Accor Hotel Group, for 
example has been expanding its chain of backpacker hostels across Australia and 
New Zealand (Gotting; 2002; Izon, 2003; Seidenberg, 2010). Their chain of hostels 
called Base Backpacker, is a concept focused only in Australia and New Zealand, 
offering luxury Egyptian cotton sheets, fluffy towels, entertainment and media rooms 
and stainless steel kitchen to its guests. Guests can also enjoy on-site Internet 
terminals, guest laundries, barbeque areas and in-house travel agents. Each hostel 
also has its own bar and restaurant which create a vibrant social scene for their 
guests. Dormitories are also offered to guests but the request for double-rooms has 
had a much stronger demand. Their marketing strategy is to attract a broader age 
bracket of travellers who are looking for the backpacker experience but still like their 
luxuries. Furthermore, Accor is also targeting travellers who would not traditionally 
stay in backpacker accommodation but would be attracted to Base Backpacker’s high 
standards of accommodation and facilities. However, it has been reported that Accor 
will not attach its name to hostel operations as it is aware that some budget travellers 
could react against a multinational chain entering the market (Gotting, 2002). 
 
A report on international youth travel accommodation produced by Mintel (2009) has 
highlighted that hostelling has undergone an image transformation that not only 
attracts young travellers, but also appeals to a broader range of market segments. 
The attractive room rates of hostels have drawn in interest from older age groups and 
families with different ages. The current recession has particularly enticed cash-
strapped holidaymakers to downgrade their travel plans, making hostel stays a more 
viable option. Although traditionally one of the cheapest options for young travellers, 
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new innovations have changed the typical perception of hostels as cheap, basic, 
bland dormitories. Hostels are no longer synonymous with poor-quality 
accommodation. Both independent and affiliated hostels are continuously upgrading 
their facilities to provide the standards of facilities and service expected by 
mainstream tourists (Deakin, 1996; Cave, Thyne & Ryan, 2008). It is increasingly 
common to find hostels that have private en-suite bathrooms on offer and smaller 
dormitories that can be used as family rooms. Some hostels even have their own on-
site restaurants instead of communal kitchens, thus eroding some of the lines 
between the hostel and budget hotel. In an initiative to develop common standards 
for assessing the quality of hostel accommodation in Britain, the national tourist board 
for England, Scotland and Wales have worked together to determine the star rating 
for each hostel accommodation taking part in the exercise (VisitEngland.com, 2012). 
 
Independent boutique hostels have also entered the market to satisfy the more image 
conscious, brand-savvy consumers who are looking for the backpacking experience 
but expect better and increased services than in typical hostels. Hostels with 
character, stylish interior designs in interesting locations have drawn huge draw 
interest from this market segment, as reported by Landers (2009). Some boutique 
hostels have also been marketed as ‘poshtels’, ‘upscale hostels’ and ‘flashpacker 
hostels’ to appeal to discerning young travellers looking for a unique social 
experience while still being pampered in luxury surroundings. A review of London’s 
ten best hostels by the Guardian in May 2011 reveals some key features of the 
hostels which include trendy lounge areas, stylish restaurants, 24-hour bars, free 
Internet connections and flat screen televisions (Wills, 2011). One of the hostels, 
Clink 78, used to be a 200-year-old former courthouse whereas another property, 
Palmer’s Lodge, is a Victorian Grade II listed building. Other boutique hostels in the 
UK and across the globe have gone further upmarket by providing guests with room 
service, a rooftop Jacuzzi and sauna, individually designed bedrooms and its own 
nightclub, cinema room and swimming pool.  
 
Overall, the studies presented in this section highlight that hostels are becoming 
more resourceful and innovative in order to keep up with the changing demographics 
of its users. The typical hostel guest, who used to be the cash-stricken backpacker 
travelling on a shoe-string budget, has been replaced by more mainstream tourists 
who have more money to spend. Consequently, hostels are fiercely competing 
among each other and are driven to meet the higher expectations of this ‘new’ market 
segment by offering more hotel-type facilities.  
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The following sections of this chapter will now focus on the hostel’s main market 
segment, the backpackers. These sections discuss how the change in their travel 
motivations, demographics and socio-economic backgrounds have influenced their 
expectations of hostel facilities, services and design. The historical background of the 
backpacking experience, coupled with the heterogeneity that exists within the 
backpacker group itself is especially highlighted to justify the importance of having 
the present study conducted within the context of backpacking, focusing particularly 
on their hostel experience. 
4.6 History of backpacking 
The origin of backpacker travel can be traced back to the Grand Tours of the 17th 
and 18th centuries where young, affluent and well-educated European male youths 
would set out on adventure trips to exotic destinations. They would often voluntarily 
endure extreme hardships and sometimes adopt the way of life of their hosts to learn 
about other cultures (Cohen, 1973). These Grand Tours had a strong focus on 
gaining an education, and backpacking can be seen as its modern equivalent. For 
instance, one of the most common motivations for taking part in backpacking is to not 
only learn about other cultures, but also to learn about oneself (O’Reilly, 2006). 
Besides the Grand Tour, the origins of the backpacker phenomenon have also been 
linked to the 19th century tramping system and the emergence of ‘drifter tourism’ in 
the late 1960s and early 1970s (Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1985; Ryan & Mohsin, 
2001; Huang & Hsu, 2010). 
 
The works of Adler (1985) explains ‘tramping’ as a historic antecedent to 
backpacking. The tramping system was regarded as a 19th century grand tour for 
working class young men that involved following specified destination routes in 
search of work. It was borne out of economic necessity among the working class. The 
men travelled across Europe while learning a trade, which at the same time offered 
them the opportunity for sightseeing, adventure and education. However, World War I 
ended the tramping system. Craft associations and guilds were seen as less 
important as urbanisation increased. Thereafter, tramping shifted from employment-
related travel to being travel for mainly touristic purposes. It has been acknowledged 
by Loker-Murphy and Pearce (1985), Adler (1985) and Cohen (2003), that the 
tramping tradition has contributed towards the development of backpacker tourism, 
especially considering many backpackers combine their travels with a period of work 
abroad. 
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‘Drifter tourism’ or ‘hippie travel’ of the 1960s and 1970s is claimed to be a more 
direct precursor of contemporary backpacker tourism (Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1995; 
Cohen, 2003; O’Reilly, 2006). The term ‘drifters’ has been described by Cohen 
(1973) as alienated individuals travelling to remote areas alone. Cohen (2003, p.105) 
defines contemporary backpacking as “a massive movement of youths to the less 
developed regions of the world started in close association with major social and 
political upheavals of the 1960s”. These ‘drifters’, who are mostly students and other 
middle-class youths (Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1995), most often “travelled off the 
beaten track and tried to escape from the accustomed way of life of their home 
country” (Leslie & Wilson, 2006, p.10). The introduction of cheaper airfares in the 
1970s, along with cheap accommodation and surface travel have also had the most 
impact on the expansion of drifter tourism (Cohen, 1973; Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 
1995). 
4.7 Defining ‘backpackers’ 
Although research on backpacking had its roots in the 1970s through studies by 
Cohen (1973), the use of the term ‘backpacker’ in the academic literature has been 
relatively recent. It was not until the late 1990s that ‘backpacker’ started to appear in 
both academic and popular literature as until then, it has been relatively difficult to 
clearly distinguish backpacking from other types of tourism (O’Reilly, 2006). 
Furthermore, the O’Reilly (2006, p.999) highlights that backpacking is “as much about 
self-definition as it is about conformity to a set of description”. The definition cited 
most frequently in backpacker research is that of by Pearce (1990, p.830) who 
proposed that backpackers are predominantly young travellers who exhibit: 
1. a  preference for budget accommodation 
2. an emphasis on meeting other people (locals and travellers) 
3. an independently organised and flexible travel schedule 
4. longer rather than brief holidays 
5. an emphasis on informal and participating recreation activities. 
 
Pearce’s (1990) backpacker definition draws attention to the fact that backpacking is 
a form of travel that is motivated by social interaction with fellow travellers as well as 
the locals. In relation to the present study, it can therefore be inferred that 
backpackers would be attracted to services and facilities that offer them the 
opportunity to experience this interaction. 
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It is important to note that the term backpacker has rather negative connotations in 
some contexts, particularly in some parts of South East Asia and Australia (O’Reilly, 
2006). In certain destinations, local communities may associate backpackers with 
wild parties, binge drinking, noise, lethargy and even apathy (Bushell & Anderson, 
2010). It is therefore understandable that compared to the younger age group, older 
backpackers in their 30s or 40s, would rather not be associated with the term 
backpackers, preferring the term ‘traveller’ instead (Richards & Wilson, 2004; 
Markward, 2008). Therefore, not everyone will accept that label and when they do, 
they may not define it in precisely the same way (O’Reilly, 2006). 
 
A more updated definition was proposed by Paris (2012), suggesting that a 
backpacker is someone who: 
1. seeks out experiences associated with budget travel 
2. puts emphasis on social interaction with local people and fellow travellers 
3. is independently organised and 
4. is flexible within constraints of time. 
 
Once again, the very definition of a backpacker consists of the social aspect of the 
travel experience so it can be concluded that backpacking is essentially a unique 
travel experience that offers opportunities to meet new people. Hence, the present 
study suggests that service providers who are trying to appeal to this market segment 
offer the right environment and facilities that can contribute to this social experience. 
 
Based on Paris’ (2012) backpacker definition, the current study therefore considers a 
backpacker as a budget traveller who travels independently, without a fixed itinerary 
and has an interest in interacting with individuals encountered during their travels. It 
is therefore emphasised that this definition does not limit the age range of a 
backpacker, therefore expanding the categorisation to include individuals beyond 
twenty years old.  
4.8 Backpackers as mainstream tourists 
As a general rule, backpackers dislike being called ‘tourists’ because to them, the 
‘tourist’ label commonly refers to package tourists only (O’Reilly, 2006). They prefer 
to call themselves ‘travellers’ or simply ‘backpackers’. Additionally, backpackers have 
also often been conceived as ‘anti-tourists’ (Maoz, 2007; Welk, 2004) and tend to 
view themselves as more individualistic and less group oriented (Larsen et al., 2011). 
Again, this is because the term tourist is usually reserved for the package tourists or 
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mass tourists. Yet, over the past twenty years, the backpacker infrastructure in many 
regions has become so sophisticated and institutionalised that it is hard not to notice 
the strong resemblance between backpacking and mainstream tourism (Welk, 2004). 
This suggests that backpackers’ preferences, in terms of services and facilities, may 
not be that different to the needs and demands of the mainstream tourist. Higher 
standards of service could be expected from travel service providers, including hostel 
accommodation. 
 
Studies conducted by Loker-Murphy and Pearce (1995), Hampton (1998), Uriely et al. 
(2002), O’Reilly (2006) and Larsen et al. (2011), have all indicated that backpackers 
are more mainstream than they seem to be willing to admit. O’Reilly (2006) explains 
this phenomenon in terms of the popularity of backpacking among younger and older 
travellers alike. Although the ‘backpacker’ label is largely negatively perceived by 
older travellers, the backpacking culture itself has become more common and 
accessible to a wide range of people. Backpacking has attracted those who in the 
past would not have considered such an undertaking due to its relatively demanding 
travel mode. Now that this form of travel has become increasingly popular and 
comparable to mass tourism, backpacking is seen as less adventurous and has lost 
its ‘alternative’ standing (O’Reilly, 2006). Cohen (2003) further points out that both 
backpacker tourism and ordinary mass tourism thrive on fantasy, supported and 
exploited by different sectors of the tourist industry. For instance, tour companies 
targeting the backpacker market often create the impression of offering ‘real’ 
adventure in unexplored areas. This ‘staged authenticity’ is skilfully concealed and 
advertised differently compared to appeal to backpackers. 
4.9 Diversity within backpacker groups 
In the past, the backpacker market has consisted of primarily male, middle class, 
white youths from Northern European countries, especially the United Kingdom, 
Ireland, Scandinavia, Australia and New Zealand (O’Reilly, 2006). At present, the 
heterogeneity of the group stems from not only socio-demographic profiles such as 
nationality, age and gender, but also in terms of purpose of travelling, motivations, 
organisation of their trips and lifecycle status (Larsen et al., 2011). Present-day 
backpackers have included young people taking a year out before study or work, 
often called ‘gap years’ in the UK and ‘overseas experience’ in New Zealand, as well 
as flashpackers in their 30s and 40s, taking a career break to travel long-term.  
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While the range of nationalities represented in backpacker studies is growing, 
backpackers are still predominantly of Western origin and culture. It is only recently 
that the heterogeneity of the backpacker market has been explored in terms of 
nationality differences (Bui et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2013; Paris et al., 2014; Bui et 
al., 2014). Cohen (2003) and Prideaux and Shiga (2007) agreed that studies on the 
emergent non-Western backpackers could shed light on their motivations and travel 
behaviour as this group of travellers exhibit different expressions of culture than their 
Western counterparts. Members of the Western society have been described as 
having norms centred on individualism and nationalism, while non-Western societies 
exhibit a different set of norms that may include collectivism (Prideaux & Shiga, 
2007). These cultural dimensions, which is based on Hofstede’s framework, defines 
individualism as a preference for individuals to take care of themselves and their 
immediate family. On the other hand, collectivism is where individuals expect 
relatives, clan or other in-group to look after them.  
 
The degree of influence of individualism and collectivism is presented in the 
behaviour and choices of the travellers. For example, “Asian tourists are more 
emotionally attached to groups, since the characteristic of social interdependence is 
predicated strongly on people; separation from ‘in-groups’ is unacceptable” (Huang, 
2008, p. 173). Huang (2008) further explains that cultural characteristics influence the 
way participants plan their trip, their souvenir purchasing behaviour, the motives for 
the trip and their needs during it. For instance, compared to their Western 
counterparts, Asian tourists have been found to prefer staying and interacting within 
their own travel group (Huang, 2008; Levy, 2010). In a similar way, cultural factors 
also play a role in shaping tourists’ perceptions of their service experience (Mattila, 
1999; Pantouvakis, 2013; Reisinger & Turner, 2002; Weiermair, 2000). Specifically, 
compared to their Western counterparts, Asian tourists have higher expectations from 
service employees due to the relatively large power distances in Asian society 
(Mattila, 1999).  Based on these findings, the present research suggests that the 
nationality of the backpackers will influence their travel behaviours, and consequently 
their expectations from service providers.  
There also appears to be differences between backpackers from different countries in 
the scope of their interactions with other backpackers. While most backpackers 
interact with members of all countries with whom they have a common language, 
others tend to restrict interactions to their co-nationals (Cohen, 2003; Huang, 2008). 
This is particularly the case with Israeli backpackers whose central motivation to go 
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backpacking is to experience friendship and a strong bond with their fellow Israeli 
tourists (Maoz, 2007). In contrast to Cohen’s (2003) argument that Japanese and 
Asian backpackers stick to their own group, Prideaux and Shiga’s (2007) and Bui et 
al’s (2014) study revealed that in common with their Western counterparts, Japanese 
backpackers are also interested in meeting other backpackers as well as local 
people. The latest studies on Asian backpackers also indicate that social interaction 
is an essential part of backpacking travel for this group (Chen et al., 2013; Paris et 
al., 2014; Bui et al., 2014). For Japanese backpackers, this form of travel is 
considered as a social space to develop cross-cultural understanding (Bui et al., 
2014). Once again, these studies show that nationality plays a role in determining 
how backpackers behave during their travels. The travel motivations of backpackers 
also have an influence over whether or not interaction occurs with backpackers of 
other nationalities. In relation to the present study, the nationality of the backpackers 
and their travel motivations could be among some of the factors that moderate the 
relationship between servicescape design and social interaction. 
The evolution of backpacker tourism from a form of budget travel, to a more 
mainstream tourist-like adventure has had implication in terms of changes in travel 
behaviours and consequently expectations from travel service providers. 
Furthermore, the heterogeneous nature of the backpacker market, coupled with the 
change in demographic and socio-economic backgrounds of current backpackers 
also means that the services and facilities demanded from travel destinations have 
also changed. For some hostel guests, backpackers and non-backpackers alike, 
current services and facilities are expected to be of a better quality than the cheap, 
basic provisions that has been offered before. The provision of the right environment, 
service and facilities that encourage social interaction is deemed important so as to 
further enhance the backpackers’ enjoyment of the travel experience. The present 
study therefore suggests that hostel operators should decide on which market they 
would like to target and offer their services and facilities accordingly. 
4.10 Social interaction among backpackers 
The existence of a relaxed, tolerant and socially permissive atmosphere is very much 
what attracts backpackers from all over the world to a particular destination 
(Westerhausen & MacBeth, 2003). Richards and Wilson (2004) claim that this is 
arguably one of the major reasons for the development of backpacker enclaves in 
different parts of the world. These enclaves, sometimes called ‘traveller centres’, 
‘backpacker meccas’ or ‘backpacker ghettoes’ (Teo & Leong, 2006), are usually the 
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most common meeting place for fellow travellers. According to Wilson and Richards 
(2008), enclaves can be found in chaotic commercial districts as well as rural areas 
with low accessibility. These enclaves provide a ‘safe haven’ when the pressure of 
the host culture forces backpackers to congregate in places that provide the 
company, support and information from fellow travellers (Hottola, 2005). The enclave 
is established as a place where other backpackers offer a surrogate cultural 
experience that is more akin to the home culture of the traveller (Wilson & Richards, 
2008). Drawing from this, the present research suggests that the presence of an 
environment that provides for the social needs of the backpackers is very important in 
attracting this market segment. There is therefore a need to understand exactly how 
these needs can be met, especially in terms of the provision of services and facilities. 
 
The development of hostels and other inexpensive accommodation is one of the most 
important components of an enclave (Howard, 2007). The infrastructure that is 
created in the backpacker enclaves often differ from one place to another depending 
on the size, centrality of location in a city, number of nearby tourist attractions, host 
nation’s culture, wealth and visa policies (Howard, 2007). Most enclaves provide 
essential tourist services such as accommodation, travel agencies, bars, Internet 
access and laundry facilities and are used by backpackers for various purposes. 
Besides ‘getting away’ from the locals and socialising with fellow travellers, Howard’s 
(2007) survey showed that backpackers have used enclaves in several different 
ways. Some seek out enclaves purely for convenience, to arrange onward travel, for 
inexpensive accommodation and for some backpackers, as a party destination in 
itself. For backpackers who want to be surrounded by comforts from home, the 
enclave provides a safe bubble from which the backpackers can gaze out at the 
unfamiliar (Lloyd, 2003). The privacy of hostel rooms provides backpackers with the 
opportunity to retreat, be alone and experience ‘suspension’ from foreign travel. The 
present research therefore proposes that there is a need to understand how 
backpackers make use of the facilities and services being offered to meet their 
varying needs for both privacy and social interaction. This is because although 
backpackers enjoy the social experience of meeting other travellers within the 
enclaves, there are times that having some time alone in a private place is much 
welcomed. 
 
Murphy’s (2001) in-depth interview with backpackers in Australia revealed that 
although backpacking was chosen as a means of travel mainly due to its economical 
nature, the opportunity for social interaction appeared a significant factor as well. Her 
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research, which specifically focused on the nature of interactions among 
backpackers, employed the concepts of social situational analysis to understand the 
informal networks of information dissemination among backpackers. Evidence in 
other literature also supports her findings and indicates that social interaction and 
meeting people is an integral part of the backpacking experience (Loker-Murphy & 
Pearce, 1995; Ryan & Mohsin, 2001; Cohen, 2003; Richards & Wilson, 2004; 
Obenour et al., 2006; Paris, 2012). As mentioned earlier on, several authors have 
specifically defined the characteristics of backpackers in terms of the emphasis that 
these travellers have on meeting other people during their travels (Pearce, 1990; 
Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1995; Ryan & Mohsin, 2001; Paris, 2012;). For many of the 
backpackers, the social interaction has mostly been with fellow backpackers 
compared to local residents (Murphy, 2001; Elsrud; 2001; Obenour et al, 2006). This 
could be due to the fact that there is a commonality of experience that exists among 
fellow traveller, as observed by Obenour et al. (2006). Hottola (2005) also underlines 
that problems involved in making real contact with local people are sometimes too 
great, therefore impeding backpacker efforts in experiencing local culture. 
 
Murphy’s (2001) findings showed that interactions sought by backpackers usually 
have a functional purpose, which is to share information about each other’s travel 
routes and experiences. Common topics to start a conversation usually revolve 
around the places that have been visited and country of origins of fellow 
backpackers.  Table 4.2 lists the range of topics being discussed among the 
backpackers.
Table 4.2: Topics of Discussion with Backpackers in Rank Order 
Topics of Discussion Overall rank 
Places they have been/are going to 1 
Depends on: how well you know them/get along with them/if they’ve done 
interesting/exciting things 
2 
Home, nationality differences/comparisons 3 
Share touristic stories/experiences 4 
More in-depth/personal topics 5 
Get bored with the same old chit-chat, superficial talk 6 
Try to learn new things, get information about places, hostels, etc. 7 
Follow initial ‘get to know you steps’, introductions can’t be skipped 8 
Source: Murphy (2001) 
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It is only when there is a ‘connection’ with the other person that the conversation will 
move towards detailed touristic experiences and personal information. This 
conversational interaction may further develop into a friendship once it is decided that 
it is worth making an effort to get to know one another better. Sometimes these 
interactions do not move beyond the superficial stage and respondents have 
commented that they do get bored with the basic superficial conversations, at times 
feeling annoyed at the constant expectation to interact with new people (Murphy, 
2001). 
Although the backpacking culture is typically associated with the social experience of 
meeting other travellers, recent innovations in the Internet and communication 
technologies have transformed the manner in which face-to-face interaction used to 
take place (Paris, 2010). In other words, the use of mobile technologies has 
particularly influenced the way current backpackers interact with one another. These 
technologies enable backpackers to share their experiences and travel information 
using virtual online communities, rather than the physical space of the hostel setting. 
Such advances in technology could therefore reduce the likelihood of face-to-face 
interaction from actually occurring among backpackers, even if they were all gathered 
within the same communal space. Furthermore, having an online presence, 
particularly through Facebook and email, is part of the backpacking cultural 
experience (Paris et al., 2014). Current technological advancements have provided 
them with the opportunity to continuously connect with families and friends back 
home, as well as with fellow travellers (Mascheroni, 2007; Paris, 2012). Facilities 
such as computers and Internet connection, especially in the form of wireless 
technology (Wi-fi), are expected from service providers as being online is considered 
part of the backpackers’ taken-for-granted world (Jarvis & Peel, 2010). The popular 
use of mobile technologies could be viewed as a negative influence on backpackers’ 
actual interactions as they are likely to be digitally connected instead of physically 
socialising with fellow travellers.  
 
The findings of the abovementioned studies have highlighted that social interaction is 
a significant component of the backpacking experience. However, it is noted that 
there are instances in which backpackers do not wish to engage on conversations 
with other travellers. As suggested by Murphy (2001), this could be due to the 
tediousness of having to repeat the same basic information to introduce oneself. 
Although these situations do occur, the present study still considers backpacking as a 
form of travel that highly values the opportunity for social interaction. It is therefore 
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suggested that creating the right environment to facilitate this interaction will enhance 
the backpackers’ enjoyment of their travel experience. 
4.11 Hostelling as a social setting 
As mentioned in the early sections of this chapter, environmental settings play an 
important role in stimulating and encouraging social interaction. Argyle, Furnham & 
Graham (1981) stated that there are four concepts relevant to analysing the 
environmental settings in which social situations occur. These concepts are 
boundaries, props, modifiers and spaces. Boundaries are defined as enclosures 
within which social interaction takes place, such as a room or an outdoor area. Props 
are the furnishings, decorations and objects contained within the boundaries. 
Modifiers are the physical aspects of the environment such as noise, colour, light, 
humidity and odour that affect the emotional tone of behaviour. The forth concept, 
spaces refers to the distances among people and objects and the use and meaning 
attached to them. 
 
In the case of backpacker travels, hostels are the most common environmental 
setting in which social situations involving backpackers occur (Murphy, 2001; 
Obenour et al., 2006; Timothy &Teye, 2009; O'Regan, 2010; Bowen & Daniels, 
2011). Other than hostels, backpacker interactions also occurred in pubs, buses and 
transit centres (Murphy, 2001) which are mostly located within the backpacker 
enclave. Argyle, Furnham & Graham’s (1981) four concepts have been adopted by 
Murphy (2001) to analyse the environmental settings of hostels. 59 in-depth 
interviews were carried out whereby participants were asked a series of questions 
structured around the features of social situations, particularly goals and 
environmental setting. The interview was conducted in 17 different hostels in 
Australia by an interviewer of similar age and background as many of the 
backpackers. 
 
Backpackers being interviewed responded that the interior boundaries of the hostel 
that encouraged social interaction were the dormitory rooms, communal eating, TV 
areas, common rooms and outdoor areas. The props or furnishings within these 
boundaries need to be comfortable, with ‘home-like’ touches to assist in creating a 
friendly atmosphere. The most important modifier is cleanliness, which encourages 
the guests to feel comfortable and spend more time within the boundaries. In terms of 
space, many respondents expressed a preference for smaller hostels, finding larger 
ones to be too impersonal, and have a relaxed attitude about privacy and personal 
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space. Besides the environmental settings of the hostel, respondents also mentioned 
that having staff that are friendly and involved in social activities gives a hostel a good 
social atmosphere. For example, social activities with staff such as barbeques and 
sightseeing tours help to create a friendly atmosphere. Murphy’s (2001) findings also 
indicated that hostels in remote destinations should provide opportunities for guests 
to meet other people, as there is little to do in the evenings. These findings suggest 
that hostels play an important role in facilitating social interaction and that merely 
providing shared spaces does not automatically foster interaction among 
backpackers. 
 
Another study that provided further insight into backpacker social interaction was 
carried out by Obenour et al. (2006). Interviews were carried out in an urban hostel 
operated by Hostelling International (HI) with the aim of determining the traveller’s 
perceptions of the service experience. The findings of this study showed that social 
interaction is an essential component of backpacker travels and that improvements in 
hostel design is important in advancing social interaction among travellers. Firstly, it 
was recommended that a larger kitchen should be provided as this is where most 
guests enjoy meeting up with each other. Small kitchens were seen as deterring 
guests from using the area to socialise. Secondly, it was pointed out that there are 
differences between solitary travellers and travellers with partners/in groups in the 
way that they interacted socially. Solitary travellers search for social opportunities 
whereas travellers with partners/in groups tend to socially interact among themselves. 
Respondents suggested that an arrangement of floors or rooms on the basis of size 
of travelling party creates an environment that is conducive for solo travellers to meet. 
Another strategy is to place two or more travellers within the same dorm room to 
encourage socialisation between the travel parties. However, Obenour et al. (2006) 
highlighted that independent travellers who value their freedom may not appreciate 
the initiatives to promote social interaction, as their decision to interact is independent 
of the  activities being sponsored by the hostel. 
 
Although these two studies emphasise the importance of having the right hostelling 
environment for social interaction, a study by Cave, Thyne and Ryan (2008) has 
proven otherwise. They highlighted that the expectations towards hostel 
accommodation appear to be changing from the communal, cheap, ‘just a bed’ option 
to something more in line with hotel-type accommodation, typically experienced by 
mainstream tourists. In their comparative analysis of backpacker hostels in Scotland 
and New Zealand, it was indicated that backpacker profiles may be evolving globally 
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towards a wider age-inclusive demographic and used by short-break users. The 
needs and requirements of this market are more demanding than the youthful, 
international travellers that once typified the backpacker market. Their findings show 
that the factors of highest importance to users of hostels are cleanliness, self-catering 
facilities and provision of lots of travel information. Next on the list are clothes-
washing facilities, private showers and toilets and closeness of accommodation to the 
city centre. Least important are a study/quiet room, a TV room, pick-up from the bus 
stop, no-noise rules and large communal rooms. These results suggest a desirability 
for privacy and a shift in demand from the traditional bunkroom accommodation at 
budget prices. Therefore these findings seem to oppose the belief that the intentional 
construction of communal space adds value and extends the service experience, as 
suggested by Arnould and Price (1993). Considering all the studies presented so far, 
it seems that there are conflicting views on how the provision of communal space 
plays a role in enhancing guests’ hostelling experience. Further investigation is 
therefore needed to identify current guests’ perception of staying in hostels, 
especially in terms of their appreciation and use of physical social spaces, in order to 
assist hostels improve their services and facilities. 
4.12 Conclusion  
In summary, the present study suggests that due to their unique infrastructure, 
hostels play an important role in facilitating social interaction among backpackers. 
The dormitory rooms, kitchens, living areas and outdoor areas provide backpackers 
with the opportunity to meet and interact with one another. A social and friendly 
atmosphere created by a clean, comfortable and homely décor could further 
encourage social interaction within the communal space mentioned above. In 
addition, the size of the hostel and communal areas, the arrangement of floors/rooms 
as well as the personality of hostel staff could also influence the social atmosphere of 
the hostel. Nonetheless, it is noted that, depending on the size of the travel party, the 
communal space offered in hostels may not consequently affect how the travellers 
socially interact. Those who travel in groups may prefer to interact among themselves 
whereas independent travellers may want to meet up with other independent 
travellers. Also highlighted in the abovementioned literature is that there are opposing 
views on how hostel design and facilities contribute towards the backpackers’ service 
experience. On the one hand, a hostel environment that encourages social 
interaction adds value to the service experience while on the other hand, an 
environment that offers more privacy is more valued. In order to understand the 
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current expectations of hostel guests, further empirical evidence is needed to 
examine how hostel guests perceive their hostelling experience. 
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Research Methodology 
5.1 Introduction 
The previous chapters have highlighted that in theory, the servicescape could be 
purposely designed to influence social interaction between customers. Theoretical 
models proposed by Kotler (1973), Mehrabian and Russell (1974), Baker (1986) and 
Bitner (1992) have established a useful foundation for understanding how 
environmental stimuli can evoke behavioural responses that encourage individuals to 
socially interact with others who are present in the same environment. Past research 
has shown that depending on different contexts and settings, social interaction can 
be central to the service experience (Jones, 1995; Martin, 1995; Tombs & McColl-
Kennedy, 2003; Nicholls, 2010). Hence, understanding how social interaction can be 
managed is crucial as such interaction may influence the individual’s evaluation of the 
service experience. This is especially important if service providers intend to attract 
particular market segments that highly value the social aspects of the service 
experience. Empirical assessment is therefore required to investigate how each 
servicescape element can be explicitly manipulated to facilitate this interaction. 
Additionally, empirical evidence is also needed to examine how social interaction, be 
it positive or negative in nature, affects the way the service experience is evaluated.  
 
In this chapter, a conceptual framework is used to illustrate how servicescapes 
influence social interaction and service experience evaluation. Before discussing the 
research methodology adopted in this study, the first section of this chapter presents 
the research question and research objectives that have emerged based on previous 
studies. In the second section, the research philosophy and the research design of 
the current study are discussed. Following this, the third section provides a 
justification for the use of CIT in the preliminary study, followed by a description of the 
data collection and data analysis procedures being adopted for the preliminary study. 
Finally, the fourth section presents a detailed explanation of how the main study was 
conducted. This section presents the research hypotheses, the procedures being 
used to design, pilot-test and administer the questionnaire, as well as the data 
collection and data analysis methods. 
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5.2 Research question and objectives 
Past studies have established that a customer’s evaluation of the service experience 
is influenced by both the physical and human elements of the environmental stimuli 
(Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Obenour et al., 2006; Kwortnik, 2008; 
Papathanassis, 2012). However, little has been done to examine exactly how these 
two elements of the environment affect social interaction among customers, and how 
these interactions influence their post-consumption evaluation of the service 
experience. Existing literature has mainly focused on how the servicescape directly 
affects service experience evaluation (Kotler, 1973; Bitner, 1992; Hoffman & Turley, 
2002; Ezeh & Harris 2007), thus leaving out the social aspects of the service 
experience. The present study attempts to fill this knowledge gap by answering the 
following research question: 
 
In what ways do hostel servicescape dimensions influence guests’  
social interaction and their evaluation of the service experience? 
 
Based on the abovementioned research question, the following research objectives 
have been developed:  
1. To determine the different dimensions of the hostel servicescape that 
influence guests’ service experience. 
2. To examine the extent to which social interaction between hostel 
guests influences their evaluation of the service experience. 
3. To determine the different dimensions of the hostel servicescape that 
facilitate/inhibit social interaction. 
4. To identify the factors influencing guests’ perceptions of 
servicescapes, social interaction and service experience. 
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Figure 5.1 is an illustration of the conceptual framework within which these research 
objectives are examined. 
Figure 5.1 Conceptual framework 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the above conceptual framework, it is suggested that different dimensions 
of the servicescape encourage/discourage social interaction from taking place. As 
discussed in the previous chapter (Section 2.4), Mehrabian and Russell (1974) 
propose that the spatial arrangement of objects and persons, as well as architecture 
and room decorations all have an influence on the frequency and quality of social 
interactions. Additionally, it has also been pointed out in Section 2.4 that noise, 
colour, light, humidity and odour may also affect social interaction (Argyle, Furnham & 
Graham, 1981; Bowie & Buttle, 2011). 
 
Furthermore, the conceptual framework also serves to illustrate that the customer’s 
evaluation of the service experience is determined by two major factors: firstly, their 
perception of the overall servicescapes and secondly, their overall positive/negative 
experiences of interacting with other customers (refer to Section 3.2). These 
interactions could be direct in nature, whereby face-to-face communications and 
activities occur between individuals, or indirect, whereby other individuals have a co-
presence within the service setting.  
 
As highlighted earlier in Section 4.9, factors such as an individual’s demographics 
and travel purpose, as well as the size of the travel party, have a strong influence on 
whether or not social interaction takes place. In other words, regardless of how the 
servicescape is designed, very little social interaction might actually take place, 
depending on these factors. For instance, research by Cohen (2003) showed that 
some backpackers tend to restrict their interactions to their co-nationals instead of 
Social Interaction 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Servicescape 
Dimensions 
Moderating Variables 
Demographic Factors  
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interacting with members of other countries. In terms of travel purposes, it is 
anticipated that backpackers who are looking to form new friendships during their 
travels would very much benefit from a friendly hostel atmosphere that provides the 
opportunity for them to do so. On the other hand, Obenour et al.’s (2006) research 
findings showed that independent travellers who value their freedom may not 
appreciate the hostel’s initiatives to promote social interaction. 
5.3 Research philosophy and design 
The adoption of a research philosophy provides a foundation for conducting research 
and is dependent upon the research question that needs to be answered. The 
research philosophy contains important assumptions about the way the researcher 
views the world and “shapes the processes of research and the conduct of inquiry” 
(Creswell & Clark, 2011, p.38). In the area of management research, Saunders et al. 
(2009) organise research philosophies into four categories: positivism, realism, 
interpretivism and pragmatism. Given that the formulation of the research question, 
research objectives and conceptual framework of the current study are based 
extensively on past theoretical and empirical research, the philosophical position of 
this study is from a (predominantly) positivist perspective. 
 
The two major ways of thinking about research philosophy are ontology, which is 
concerned with “the nature of reality”, and epistemology, which is concerned with 
“what constitutes acceptable knowledge in a field of study” (Saunders et al., 2009). In 
other words, ontology is the reality that researchers investigate, while epistemology is 
the relationship between that reality and the researcher (Healy & Perry, 2000). In 
terms of ontology, positivism is often associated with realism which views “the real 
world is out there and exists independently from the researcher” (King & Horrocks, 
2010, p.9), while within the epistemological tradition, the positivist position is situated 
within objectivism, where the aim is to provide objective knowledge which is value-
neutral and unbiased by the research process (Healy & Perry, 2000; King & Horrocks, 
2010).  
 
The positivist empirical methodology adopted in the current study has a strong 
emphasis on predicting the outcomes of the research to ensure that observable and 
measureable variables can be controlled in the future (Saunders & Lewis, 2012). The 
positivist perspective is in line with the deductive approach to research, whereby the 
“literature review informs the development of the conceptual framework, and as such, 
identifies the key concepts, constructs and variables relevant to the study’s empirical 
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investigation” (Brotherton, 2008, p.79). Positivist researchers generally look to 
provide law-like generalisations from their research, similar to those obtained by 
physical and natural scientists (Remenyi, Williams & Swartz, 1998). Much of the 
marketing literature has adopted quantitative studies to measure the relationships 
between variables so that management can use the findings to predict future trends 
(Guba & Lincoln, 2005). 
 
According to Bryman (2012, p.45), the research design represents a “structure that 
guides the execution of a research method and the analysis of the subsequent data”. 
In order to select a research design that is appropriate to the current study, it is 
important to consider the research question and the research objectives that need to 
be fulfilled. For this study, the priority is to establish relationships between the three 
different variables (servicescapes, social interaction, service experience evaluation), 
with the purpose of generalising the findings to larger groups of individuals. 
Therefore, a combination of exploratory and descriptive research design was deemed 
appropriate for this study. The preliminary study adopted the exploratory, qualitative 
approach whereas the main fieldwork adopted the descriptive, quantitative approach. 
Although there have been several arguments on the merits of qualitative versus 
quantitative research (Miles & Hubermann, 1994), each method has its own 
shortcomings and strengths. The decision on method selection rests with the 
theoretical and practical relevance of the methods to the specific research 
phenomenon under study. 
 
The advantages of using multi-methods in a single study have been highlighted by 
Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009), Miles and Huberman (1994) and Auerbach 
and Silverstein (2003), who view qualitative and quantitative research as 
complementary strategies. The aim to unite qualitative and quantitative methods is to 
provide a more comprehensive understanding of the research phenomena under 
examination. In this present study, the combination of qualitative and quantitative 
methods is justified for the following reasons. 
 
For the preliminary study, an exploratory approach was adopted with the purpose of 
obtaining initial insights into how social interactions between customers affect their 
service experience, and subsequently how servicescapes facilitate such interactions. 
In contrast to explanatory and descriptive research, an exploratory study is generally 
conducted when there has been “little research in the area or where the researcher is 
exploring a new angle or perspective on the research topic” (Matthews & Ross, 2010, 
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p.222). Specifically, the Critical Incident Technique (CIT), in the form of semi-
structured interviews, was conducted to obtain an understanding of the research topic 
from the perspective of the hostel guest. This method is considered appropriate due 
to the deficiency in research on customer-to-customer interaction within the hostel 
context. Furthermore, findings from the interviews were used to clarify and validate 
the variables that have been discussed in the literature review chapter.  Most 
importantly, responses from the interviews also helped in the development of the 
items for the quantitative instrument. The flexibility of the qualitative research 
methods also permitted the exploration of research issues that arose as the research 
progressed. 
 
Following the preliminary study, a descriptive approach was employed for the main 
study. Descriptive research aims to describe “the distribution of a phenomenon in a 
population” in which “hypothesis related to common perceptions or changes over time 
could be formulated and tested” (Malhotra & Grover, 1998, p. 409). Given that a 
positivist approach is adopted, it is recommended that the researcher should include 
in the research design a highly structured methodology, with quantifiable 
observations that can be statistically analysed (Remenyi, Williams & Swartz, 1998). 
Specifically, the main study involved designing a questionnaire based on existing 
theory from the literature and on the information found in the preliminary study. In 
other words, the exploratory qualitative research facilitated the ensuing quantitative 
research by providing substantive data for the development of the survey instrument. 
After testing the pilot questionnaire, the questionnaire was then administered to 
hostel guests. Results from the statistical analysis of data collected through these 
questionnaires were used to answer the research question presented in this study. 
Section 5.5 provides a more detailed explanation of the main study’s data collection 
and data analysis methods. 
 
The next section describes the research design of the preliminary study. Of particular 
importance is the use of CIT in verifying the conceptual framework proposed in 
Section 5.2, as empirical evidence in the context of hostel accommodation would 
confirm the constructs in this framework. The following sections therefore present the 
objectives of the preliminary study, a justification for the use of CIT and the data 
collection procedures used. Following this, the analysis of CIT findings are presented. 
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5.4 Preliminary study – Adopting the Critical Incident Technique (CIT) 
The main purpose of the preliminary study is to verify whether the constructs 
identified in the proposed conceptual framework are evident in guests’ experiences of 
staying in hostels. Therefore, the main objectives of this preliminary study are: 
1. To identify the various dimensions of social interaction that occur between 
hostel guests 
2. To explore how hostel servicescapes play a role in facilitating/inhibiting social 
interaction 
3. To ascertain how social interaction affects the guests’ service experience 
evaluation 
 
As outlined in the introduction chapter of this thesis, the aim of this study is to 
examine how the servicescapes of hostels affect social interaction of their guests, 
and consequently their evaluation of the service experience. Since limited studies 
have been carried out to establish empirical linkages between servicescapes, social 
interaction and service experience evaluation, this preliminary stage of the study is 
regarded as exploratory in nature. In contrast to explanatory research, an exploratory 
study is generally conducted when there has been “little research in the area or 
where the researcher is exploring a new angle or perspective on the research topic” 
(Matthews & Ross, 2010, p.222). The current research therefore meets this 
description for exploratory research. 
 
CIT was adopted in this research because it facilitates the explorative approach to 
examining the guests’ service experience. Moreover, CIT can provide an “empirical 
starting point for generating new research evidence about the phenomenon of 
interest” (Gremler, 2004, p.67). The technique involves asking respondents to narrate 
negative and positive incidents that had an impact on their overall service experience. 
Historically, the CIT was developed by Flanagan (1954) to establish procedures for 
the selection and classification of aircrews in the United States Army Air Forces back 
in World War II. According to Flanagan (1954, p.327),  
“The CIT outlines procedures for collecting observed incidents having 
special significance and meeting systematically defined criteria. By 
an incident, is meant any observable human activity that is sufficiently 
complete in itself to permit inferences and prediction to be made 
about the person performing the act. To be critical, an incident must 
occur in a situation where the purpose or intent of the act seems fairly 
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clear to the observer and where its consequences are sufficiently 
definite to leave little doubt concerning its effects.” 
 
The technique has now been used widely in the services marketing literature and 
has been a key method for recording service failures and successes, providing 
relevant data for improving management practices (Bitner, Booms & Tetreault, 1990; 
Lockwood, 1994,; Grove & Fisk, 1997; Zhang, Beatty & Mothersbaugh, 2010). CIT 
has also been adopted in studies within the hospitality and tourism context such as 
hotels (Callan, 1998; Gilbert & Lockwood, 1999), restaurants (Chell & Pittaway, 
1998; Walter, Evardsson & Ostrom, 2010), cruise tourism (Petrick, Tonner & Quinee, 
2006) and tour groups (Levy, Getz & Hudson, 2011).  
 
The adoption of CIT in studies of social interaction between customers has also 
been extensive (Grove & Fisk, 1997; Nicholls, 2005; Moore, Moore & Capella, 2005; 
Zhang, Beatty & Mothersbaugh, 2010). For example, in Grove and Fisk’s (1997) 
seminal paper, CIT was used to investigate how customers ‘get along’ with each 
other in an amusement park setting. They collected 330 critical incidents and sorted 
them by positive and negative incidents. 161 of the incidents reported the presence 
of other customers as significantly enhancing the service experience whereas in 169 
incidents, customer behaviours damaged their experience. Their findings also 
revealed that age and nationality influenced how different individuals evaluate other 
customers’ behaviour within the service environment.   
 
A more recent CIT study by Zhang, Beatty and Mothersbaugh (2010) also classified 
customer interaction incidents into negative and positive categories. However, their 
studies did not focus on only one particular service context. Respondents were 
asked to recall past experiences based on a list of 15 typical service settings. 
Furthermore, their data analysis also proceeded beyond Grove and Fisk’s (1997) 
negative/positive categorisations. Each of the negative and positive groups of 
incidents were additionally classified as either direct or indirect interactions. In the 
present study, the classification of incidents was initially based on the 
negative/positive nature of hostel guests’ interactions but after careful examination of 
the respondents’ narratives, other themes emerged. The detailed procedure of 
categorising hostel guests’ social interaction will be covered in Section 5.4.3. 
 
The CIT offers several advantages because it can be used effectively for both 
quantitative and qualitative research (Grove & Fisk, 1997; Gremler, 2004; Gilbert & 
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Lockwood, 1999) and is equally valid under a positivist paradigm as well as a 
hermeneutic or phenomenological paradigm (Gilbert & Lockwood, 1999). From a 
qualitative approach, the CIT allows respondents to share their personal experience 
in a natural manner. The technique also allows the interviewer to probe and extract 
the required information in a fairly structured approach. For research that has a 
quantitative approach, data gathered from CIT may also lead to hypothesis testing 
as incidents could be collected using questionnaires and statistically analysed 
(Lockwood, 1994; Gilbert & Lockwood, 1999). Furthermore, Flanagan (1954) 
demonstrated that the technique may be used as a ‘scientific method’ applying the 
positivist philosophical stance. 
 
Despite the considerable benefits of using CIT, the technique has also received 
some criticisms. One of the problems that may arise is recall bias, as CIT relies on 
previous events being remembered by respondents and requires a detailed 
description of the incidents (Gremler, 2004; Zhang, Beatty & Mothersbaugh, 2010). 
Therefore, interviewers may need to utilise some structured questions to help 
facilitate the emergence of critical incidents (Chell & Pittaway, 1998). Reliability and 
validity issues have been raised by Gilbert and Lockwood (1999) and Gremler 
(2004), as there may be problems relating to the ambiguity of word meanings, 
category labels and coding rules. To address these issues, Chell and Pittaway 
(1998) suggest enhancing reliability by cross-checking the narratives and coding 
scheme with another researcher. Validity of the findings may be increased by 
employing a pilot test which involves interviewing a small group of research 
participants and asking them to “reflect on the experience, identify questions that are 
not clear and discuss any potential misunderstandings” (Matthews & Ross, 2010, 
p.65). The reliability and validity of the current findings are therefore verified through 
pilot-testing the interview and utilising the Q-Sort technique, which is explained 
further in Section 5.4.1. 
 
To carry out the CIT, Gilbert and Lockwood (1999) suggests the following three major 
stages. These three stages are further broken down to six steps. In the first stage, 
data need to be collected and assembled. In the second stage, data are analysed 
and in the final stage, the explanatory framework is constructed. The six steps that 
need to be followed are: 
1. Data collection 
2. Developing data categories 
3. Allocating incidents or parts of incidents to categories 
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4. Identifying themes and trends in data 
5. Hypothesis testing/data reduction 
6. Explanation of underlying structure 
 
In defining the term ‘critical incident’, Bitner, Booms and Tetreault (1990) describes it 
as “one that makes a significant contribution, either positively or negatively, to an 
activity or phenomenon”. Therefore, by adopting this definition in the context of hostel 
experiences, a critical incident is defined as an incident where the activities and 
behaviours of other customers simultaneously sharing the service environment had a 
significant impact upon the customer’s service experience. Since the research was 
carried out within the context of hostel settings and only investigated hostel guests, 
for an incident to be included in the study, it must meet the criteria of: 
1. Involving both direct and indirect interaction with other guests staying 
in a hostel; 
2. Service experience being evaluated as positive or negative based on 
these interactions; 
3. Interaction taking place in the hostel during the service encounter 
and not after the service encounter (such as word-of-mouth); 
4. The incident may or may not be influenced by the servicescapes of 
the hostel. 
5.4.1 Data collection methods 
The population in this research is defined as individuals who have had the experience 
of staying in hostels in Malaysia. As hostels are considered the main form of 
accommodation for backpackers, the researcher had to determine the most effective 
research strategy to reach this population. The mobility of this group, travelling 
between different locations across the globe, makes it difficult to obtain a 
representative sample. Therefore, as with previous studies involving backpackers and 
hostel guests (Murphy, 2001; Obenour et al., 2006; Musa & Thirumoorthi, 2011), the 
present research focuses on only one particular backpacker destination, which in this 
case is Penang, Malaysia. 
 
Penang is selected as the data collection location because it is a significantly popular 
backpacker destination within Malaysia. It is also a key stopover in the backpackers’ 
South East Asia circuit, especially for travellers who are heading North to Thailand 
and down South to Singapore. Furthermore, the backpacker market has the potential 
to contribute significantly to Malaysia’s tourism industry (Lee & Musa, 2008; 
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Hampton, 2009). The researcher is also from Malaysia, thus has local knowledge of 
the place and has better access to the respondents. However, it is acknowledged that 
the sample of backpackers from one destination might differ from that in another part 
of the world. Findings may therefore be generalized only within the context of the 
destination being chosen for the research. 
 
Purposive judgement sampling was used to recruit participants to be interviewed. 
This sampling method is deemed suitable because the selected participants “have 
the characteristics or experiences that are directly related to the researcher’s area of 
interest” (Matthews & Ross, 2010, p.225). The criteria being set by the researcher in 
this study is that participants have to be individuals who have stayed in a Malaysian 
hostel for at least one night during their most recent trip. Therefore, the sampling 
procedure involved selecting hostels and individual guests for inclusion in the 
research. Since there is no official record of the number of hostels operating in 
Penang, Malaysia, the key criteria for hostel selection is a website search of all 
hostels in Penang. Popular Internet hostel booking portals such as Hostelworld.com, 
Hostels.com, Hostelbookers.com, Hihostels.com and Hostelz.com were referred to in 
order to produce a list of hostels to be included in this research.  
In selecting the respondents for the interviews, the managers/operators of these 
hostels were contacted personally either by email, phone or personal visits. Once 
contacted, an explanation was given about the purpose of the study and a request 
was made for the hostel to participate in the study. A formal letter requesting 
interviews with the hostel guests was also sent (Appendix 2-A). Upon agreement by 
the hostel manager/operator, guests were approached by the researcher at the 
common areas such as the lounge/living area or the kitchen/restaurant. Although a 
total of 25 hostels were approached personally, only 6 hostel managers/owners gave 
their permission for the research to be conducted on their property. For the most part, 
the researcher was only permitted to talk to guests who were in the lounge area. All 
guests who were present within the common area were therefore selected by the 
researcher for the study.  
Potential respondents were asked if they could take a few minutes to be interviewed 
about their hostelling experience. Two filter questions were asked before the 
interview took place – whether the respondents were guests at the hostel and 
whether they had spent at least a night at the hostel. These two filter questions were 
employed to ensure that the respondents who agree to participate in the study fulfil 
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the criteria of having at least one night’s stay in a Malaysian hostel. However, in order 
to capture a wider range of hostel experiences across Malaysia, respondents do not 
necessarily have to base their interview answers on the hostel they are currently 
staying in.  
In order to collect stories that involve the previously mentioned critical incidents, 
respondents were asked to recall past experiences. An interview protocol was used 
to outline a set of questions relating to the research topic. A semi-structured interview 
was conducted whereby an interviewer has a series of questions in the form of an 
interview schedule but is able to vary the sequence of question and ask further 
questions in response (Hardy & Bryman, 2004). The interview questions were 
developed based on extensive literature reviews which looked at the theoretical 
constructs of the servicescape (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Bitner, 1992; Bowie & 
Buttle, 2011) as well as factors that influence social interactions (Murphy, 2001; 
Cohen, 2003; Obenour et al., 2006) and service experience evaluation (Gahagan, 
1984; Zhang, Beatty & Mothersbaugh, 2010). 
 
As mentioned previously, personal interviews were deemed appropriate because it 
allowed the researcher to establish friendly rapport in order to make respondents feel 
comfortable when sharing their stories and experiences. Furthermore, respondents 
may need further clarification of the interview questions in which the researcher could 
address in full. In preparation for the data collection in Penang, a pilot study was 
initially conducted to check that all questions are phrased clearly, as suggested by 
Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009). As previously mentioned in Section 5.4, pilot 
studies could also increase the validity of the findings. The pilot study was conducted 
between the researcher and eight colleagues resulting in improvements to the 
interview protocol in terms of the probing questions to be used and sequence of 
questions being asked. Table 5.1 presents the main changes that were made to the 
interview protocol. The finalised interview protocol is presented in Appendix 4.    
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Table 5.1: List of Amendments made to the Interview Protocol 
Pilot study questions Main study questions 
Now think about the environment in 
which this interaction took place. In 
which hostel did you have this 
experience? 
Now, going back to the interaction that 
you told me about, I’d like you to think 
about the place in which this interaction 
took place. In which hostel did you have 
this experience? 
Now think about the interaction that 
you had and how it affected your 
hostel stay. Did you feel that the 
interaction with other guests influenced 
your evaluation of the hostel service? 
Now think about the same interaction 
you told me about and how it affected 
your hostel stay. Did you feel that the 
interaction with other guests influenced 
your evaluation of the hostel service? 
Could you think of other instances in 
which you had a positive (negative) 
experience when interacting with other 
hostel guests? 
Could you think of other instances in 
which you had a positive or negative 
experience when interacting with other 
hostel guests? 
 
Questions related to the demographic profiles were asked at the beginning of the 
interview session to gather the overall background of the respondent and to establish 
good rapport. This was followed by a statement asking the respondents to state a 
specific situation/incident, where they interacted with other hostel guests. 
Respondents were asked the following question: 
 
Think of a time when you had one particularly positive experience interacting with 
guests in a hostel you stayed in. This could be in another hostel other than the one 
you are staying in. Could you describe the situation and tell me what happened? 
 
Following the respondent’s recall of the incident, probing questions were then asked 
to find out more about the details of the incident. The questions include: 
1. When did this happen?  
2. Where were the other guests from?  
3. How did you feel about what happened? 
4. What did the guest(s) say or do that made you feel that way? 
6. How would you describe the place/area in which you had the interaction? 
 
Besides asking the respondents to identify and describe positive instances of 
interacting with other guests, they were also probed about negative experiences. The 
interview protocol presented in Appendix 4 provides a detailed account of how the 
respondents were asked about both positive and negative social experiences.  
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The interviews were conducted until a saturation level was reached, which was during 
the 25th interview, whereby data from this interview did not yield any information that 
was not shared by previous respondents (Guest et al., 2006; Saunders & Lewis, 
2012). It was proposed by Saunders and Lewis (2012) that for heterogeneous 
populations, which in this case are the hostel guests, the sample size should be 
between 15 and 25. 
5.4.2 Data analysis methods 
Interviews were conducted with individuals as well as couples, groups of friends and 
whole families. 25 interviews (15-40 minutes long) took place between December 
2013 and January 2014 within a period of 6 weeks. Since the majority of the 
interviews involved couples and groups, the total respondent sample consisted 36 
individuals in which 39 incidents were collected. Overall, each respondent shared 
between 1 to 3 incidents, with a majority of respondents describing their social 
experiences as positive in nature. According to Gilbert and Lockwood (1999) the 
number of incidents to be collected depends on the nature of the study and the type 
of analysis required. 300 to 500 incidents may be needed if the data is to be analysed 
statistically but in this case, it is the richness of the data that is crucial in answering 
the research question. Therefore, the number of incidents being collected is deemed 
sufficient (Gilbert & Lockwood, 1999). Profiles of the respondents are presented in 
Table 5.2.  
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Table 5.2 Profiles of the Respondents 
Respondent 
ID 
Gender Age Nationality Travel party Purpose of 
Malaysia trip 
Int1 Female 
Female 
Female 
23 
23 
24 
British 
British 
British 
Group  Holiday 
Int2 Male 26 Canada Solo Holiday 
Int3 Male 
Female  
62 
60 
British 
British 
Couple Holiday  
Int4 Male 
Female 
28 
26 
New Zealand 
New Zealand 
Couple Holiday 
Int5 Male 
Female 
29 
27 
Australia 
Belgium 
Couple Holiday 
Int6 Male 
Female 
36 
38 
American 
American 
Couple Volunteer work 
Int7 Male 24 British Solo Renew Thai visa 
Int8 Male 20 Japan Solo Holiday and 
learn English 
Int9 Male 40s Malaysia Solo Holiday 
Int10 Male 20s Spain Solo Renew Thai visa  
Int11 Female 
Female 
33 
32 
Switzerland 
Switzerland 
Group Holiday 
Int12 Male 43 Iran Solo Business 
Int 13 Male 30 Switzerland Couple Holiday 
Int14 Female 28 Finland Couple Holiday  
Int15 Male 68 Singapore Family Holiday  
Int 16 Male 
Female 
36 
26 
Finland 
Finland  
Couple Holiday 
Int17 Male 64 Sweden Solo Holiday 
Int18 Male 
Female 
28 
27 
Lebanon 
Dutch 
Group Wedding 
Int19 Male 
Male 
Male 
19 
19 
19 
Malaysia 
Malaysia 
Malaysia 
Group Holiday 
Int20 Female 32 Malaysia Group Holiday 
Int21 Female 18 British Group Volunteer 
teacher 
Int22 Female 18 British Group Volunteer 
teacher 
Int23 Female 19 British Group Volunteer 
teacher 
Int24 Female 18 British Group Volunteer 
teacher 
Int25 Female 27 Malaysia Group Penang Bridge 
Marathon 
All interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim before coding and 
analysis began. Following data analysis procedures suggested by the CIT method 
(Flanagan, 1954), respondents’ narratives were repeatedly examined using content 
analysis in order to uncover common themes and potential categories. A deductive 
approach to qualitative data analysis was adopted, in which a coding schema derived 
from the literature and the conceptual framework was developed (Altinay & 
Paraskevas, 2008). In other words, a list of themes was firstly determined, followed 
by an analysis of the interview transcripts. Interview data relevant to the proposed 
themes were then selected and categorised accordingly. This coding schema was 
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used to group the study findings gathered through all the interview transcripts. A 
detailed explanation of the coding schema is presented in Sections 5.4.3 to 5.4.5. For 
the present study, data from the interviews were analysed in terms of the three 
constructs (social interaction, elements of the servicescape, service experience 
evaluation) identified from the literature review and proposed by the conceptual 
framework (Figure 5.1). 
5.4.3 Social interaction among hostel guests 
During the initial stage of the coding process, interview data were initially sorted by 
categorising social interaction incidents into two broad groupings, capturing the 
positive and negative nature of the incidents. This categorisation was based on 
studies by Zhang, Beatty and Mothersbaugh (2010) and Grove and Fisk (1997) as 
their findings indicated service experience evaluations were influenced by the 
negative/positive social interactions between customers. However, such a general 
classification was not appropriate as only 3 negative social interaction incidents were 
collected for this study. 36 of them were positive incidents. Furthermore, initial 
findings indicated that the relationship between positive/negative incidents and 
service experience evaluation was not present. 
 
Upon further analysis of the interview transcripts, a more informative categorisation of 
social interaction incidents was employed. The themes emerging from the analysis 
were initially categorised based on Murphy’s (2001) study of backpacker interaction. 
Murphy (2001) highlighted that interactions among backpackers usually have either a 
functional purpose or a social purpose. Functional purposes include sharing 
information about each other’s travel routes and experiences, whereas social 
purposes include sharing personal information and forming friendships. However, the 
present study has been unable to demonstrate that social interaction could be 
grouped into these two themes. This is because some respondents reported that the 
only interaction that took place was non-verbal in nature (e.g. greetings, smiles). As 
such, non-verbal behaviours could not be placed within the functional/social 
categorisation.  
 
Finally, the incidents were examined again and it was evident that three themes (i.e. 
superficial, spontaneous, personal), suggested by Huang and Hsu (2009b), best 
described the categorisation of social interactions. Table 5.3 provides the operational 
definition for each of the social interaction categories.  
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Table 5.3 Social Interaction Dimensions 
Superficial Interaction: Very limited or no interaction with fellow guests takes place. 
Privacy and interaction with own travel companion(s) is prioritized. Interactions occur only 
because it is imposed by the hostel (example: brief greetings at breakfast table). 
 
Spontaneous Interaction: Impulsive and free-flowing interactions where by conversations 
covering a wide range of topics (work, family, food, lifestyle, culture, travel tips) occurs on 
the spot. Interaction does not extend beyond the duration of the hostel stay. 
 
Personal Interaction: Friendships are established because there is a bond with other 
guests. Unintended interactions with other guests develop into purposely coordinated 
activities to be experienced together. The friendship extends beyond the boundary of the 
hostel. 
The findings presented in Table 5.4 show that different levels of social interaction 
existed between the guests. Some of them hardly talked to other guests whereas 
others planned for and participated in social activities together. In order to improve 
the reliability of these three categories, the Q-methodology was applied. First 
developed in 1935 by Stephenson, the Q-methodology is particularly useful if the 
“validity of concepts has not been established but has been proposed in a 
multidimensional order” (Ekinci, 2001, p.312). Essentially, the Q-Sort method, which 
is rooted in Q-methodology, can be used in any situation in which subjectivity is an 
issue (ten Klooster et al., 2008). It is a method that evolved from the factor analytic 
theory and is a means of extracting subjective opinion from respondents (Stergiou & 
Airey, 2011). 
The Q-Sort method typically involves individuals sorting a number of items based on 
a pre-determined set of categories provided by the researcher. These sorted items 
are then grouped by the researcher according to the respondents’ levels of 
agreement. The Q-Sort method is especially suitable for exploratory work where “the 
very existence of concepts has not been established and where the concepts are 
postulated to be multidimensional in character” (Ekinci & Riley, 2001, p.205). For this 
study, ten Q-Sort participants/judges were asked to categorise a set of 20 statements 
derived from the interview transcripts. The Q-Sort participants were recruited among 
postgraduate researchers at the University of Surrey who had previous hostelling 
experience. Each participant independently sorted the 20 statements in response to 
the distinction between superficial, spontaneous and personal interaction. All the 
participants were supplied with the definitions for the three dimensions of social 
interaction (refer Table 5.3). The detailed instructions for conducting the Q-Sort 
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technique are provided in Appendix 7.  According to Stergiou, Airey and Riley (2003), 
two defining rules are used to judge the final result in the Q study: 
 The category only exists if at least 2 statements legitimately describe it. 
 For the statement to be legitimate, 60 percent of the participants must have 
allocated it to the same category 
The results of Q-Sort technique, presented in Appendix 8, fulfilled these two 
conditions thereby confirming the reliability of these three categorisations.  
Table 5.4 Examples of Social Interaction Incidents 
Superficial Interaction Spontaneous Interaction Personal Interaction 
 
Usually, we just sort of say 
‘Where have you been? What 
have you done?’, the usual 
gossip, sort of chit chat. Yeah.. 
nothing deep. (Int3) 
 
To be honest, we probably 
haven’t been interacting with 
other guests because we have 
been busy most days. So we 
haven’t really hung around 
hostels. (Int4) 
 
Just ‘hello, goodbye’ which is 
more than you get normally (in 
a hotel). (Int 5) 
 
I’m not really good at talking to 
new people that much. I talked 
to a couple of older men but 
that was about it… Just sat 
there, read a book! (Int7) 
 
People have so many friends 
already. Maybe only me alone. 
Many people bring friends. It’s 
difficult. I should study English 
more. I feel scared to 
communicate. (Int8) 
 
They were just like saying ‘hello’ 
and they left to do things .. I 
don’t know.. maybe having 
dinner .. (Int14) 
 
We met an Australian guy. Just 
saying ‘hello’ and that’s it. 
Nobody wants to start or 
nobody wants to stretch a 
conversation with you, so that 
we could find out more and 
learn about other 
countries.(Int15) 
 
We met a couple of guys in the 
hostel, they were really nice. 
Like, as soon as you arrive they 
come over and talk to you so that 
was really nice. (Int1) 
 
Actually, we check the Internet or 
something … and then suddenly 
got together! (Int13) 
 
 
Yeah .. I meet many friends here 
.. One guy also stay same .. long 
time .. So I get friend with him. 
Friendship, yeah. So, I’m happy 
here. (Int12) 
 
I think you can get friends here 
and then meet again. On this 
space (dining area) I met people 
and have their Facebook. (Int17) 
 
(We talked) mostly about work. I 
think one of them works in 
finance too and the other one is 
with IBM. It was really nice 
talking to them. (Int25) 
 
They chat and share stories and 
like give each other advice on 
where to go, where not to go, 
places to stay… everyone’s 
really helpful and polite. (Int22) 
 
We had dinner last night in the 
hostel and ate there. We sat 
and chatted to them for like an 
hour or so, and that was yeah .. 
really nice .. They’re welcoming  
… (Int1) 
 
Often we’ll wind up exploring 
part of the city together or 
seeing some of the sights 
cause we tend to have the 
same itineraries, being tourists. 
(Int2) 
 
I met some people here. We 
were in the same room. We 
met, we talked and we visited a 
few places together. (Int9) 
 
We ate Swiss chocolates and 
offered everybody. Then they 
invited us to stay with them for 
Christmas. But we had to go. 
They were very, very friendly. 
(Int11) 
 
And the other guests were very 
friendly as well. They just 
brought something, put in the 
fridge and everybody could 
taste .. the fruits or local food. 
(Int11) 
 
We went out together because 
he was about to go to the same 
place. So we had dinner 
together. (Int20) 
 
I told them about Chine House, 
the dessert place, so they 
asked me where it was. It was 
my first time going there too so I 
took them there myself. (Int24) 
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As the interview progressed beyond the description of the interaction taking place, it 
was evident travel companions played a major role in facilitating or inhibiting social 
interaction. For instance, respondents who travelled as a couple mostly reported that 
they had virtually no interaction at all whereas solo travellers made more of an effort 
to initiate conversations with fellow guests. Couples explained the absence of social 
interaction in terms of their purpose of staying in hostels: 
Because our primary motive is to view Malaysia and experience the 
cities that we’re in. Our motivation isn’t really to meet other people and 
we stay in hostels primarily for the reduced cost. Yeah. (Int4) 
 
I think first of all we chose a hostel on this third occasion because of 
our previous two hotels, we had really bad hotels.(Int5) 
 
Urmm … definitely it’s cheaper. It’s more affordable especially when 
travelling so long and we have to be really careful with our expenses. 
(Int6) 
 
Travelling in a group also inhibited social interaction from happening, as illustrated in 
the following account:  
But, like when you travel like the three of us, sometimes you kind of, 
just stick together.. Like when you’re tired and stuff and you know each 
other, so it doesn’t matter if you’re not speaking to others. (Int1) 
 
In summary, hostel guests had diverse experiences socialising with fellow guests. 
These social experiences were divided into three broad categories reflecting the 
superficial, spontaneous and personal nature of the interactions. Following the 
categorisation of social interaction incidents, interview data were then coded based 
on the physical location in which these interactions took place. 
5.4.4 Facilitation of social interaction through hostel servicescapes  
The role of the hostel servicescape in shaping guests’ social interactions has been 
discussed at length in Chapter Four. Building on Bitner’s (1992) servicescape 
concept, this research suggested that deliberate positioning and design of space, 
equipment, furniture and fixtures can influence the behaviour and interaction of 
guests. Analysis of the interview data revealed that most interactions occurred in 
communal areas, as expected. The hostel dormitory was largely a place for guests to 
retreat and have some privacy. However, some respondents expressed that the 
dormitory was the place initial conversations were made, especially upon check-in. 
Table 5.5 provides an illustration of the hostel’s physical servicescape in which most 
of the interactions occurred. 
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Table 5.5 Examples of Social Interaction within Hostel’s Physical Servicescape 
Hostel area Description of physical environment 
 
Lounge/Common 
area 
 
So the common room was a good place to just chill, watch some 
TV, talk to other guests.. (Int23) 
 
It was kinda like a living, dining room area with some sofas and 
tables and stuff .. You could use computers or watch TV or 
whatever.. It’s quite spacious, enough for everyone to sit around 
and chat .. (Int22) 
 
Lobby’s not that big. It’s a shop lot, a corner shop lot. There are a 
few sofas for people. They also have a computer with internet 
connection that you can use… (Int20) 
 
The hostel has this terrace that you can go on and see the KL 
Towers so we sat up there and had a drink, just chilled for a bit. It 
was really nice… There were tables and stools you could sit on. 
There’s a wooden swing and there were no lights. Just the building 
surrounding the hostel that light up the area. (Int21) 
 
And a lot of people were sitting like on the computers, around that 
area so .. I think there was a lot of opportunity to meet people if you 
wanted to (Int1) 
 
Dormitory 
 
The dorm was quite nice .. it was Chinatown .. the hostel itself was 
very full, the rooms were very enclosed and there wasn’t any 
natural light but it was fine .. there wasn’t any damp or there weren’t 
bed bugs .. (Int23) 
 
I came in (the dorm) and they arrived the same day .. There were 
eight in a dorm, quite typical… they put a little cabinet where you 
can hang your clothes in a position so that you don’t have to look at 
everyone in the room. (Int9) 
 
Not much (interaction). Occasionally I’ll chat a bit to people but 
also, when they come in there it’s either to sleep or do something 
on their own (Int2) 
 
Kitchen/Dining area 
 
This is the best place to meet some other travellers because of this 
café (dining area) here… People are always sitting here and 
drinking a few beers .. It’s a nice place to be. (Int16) 
 
We met him at the counter area (kitchen bar) .. having tea or 
something like that … (Int15) 
 
Just a corridor, you know a corridor and there was like one table, 
like this one (small table that seats 4 people). One meter or 
something like that .. everything was very narrow so that everyone 
gets in contact! There was no place for all the guests, you know. So 
had to change… eat something and then you stand up. Then other 
guests come. It was lots of fun! (Int11) 
 
I like that they have natural light here. That’s a plus. The fact that 
it’s on the first floor .. if the common room was on the first floor of 
the building, then it was a good place to meet people. (Int2) 
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It is apparent from this table that most of the respondents perceived the physical 
servicescape as generally functional and basic in nature. As long as some space was 
available, even if it was in the form of a cramped kitchen or a small lobby/lounge, 
respondents found the opportunity to socialise with other guests. The simple 
provision of furniture in the lounge/common area also appears to facilitate social 
interaction. However, other factors expected to encourage social interactions such as 
spatial arrangement, architecture and décor, as suggested by previous literature 
(Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Bitner, 1992; Bowie & Buttle, 2011) were not evident in 
the findings. 
 
In addition to the physical servicescape, some of the respondents indicated that 
hostel employees played a role in facilitating social interaction, as reflected in the 
following accounts: 
Hostel owner with his friend mixing some drinks here so I joined them .. 
ended up spending a lot of time (in the café). (Int16) 
 
These guys are very hospitable so … They have a little studio inside so 
right away  you can connect with other people. They’re very friendly 
also so … (Int18) 
 
And this Chinese guy, friendly man … We follow him, 12 persons. The 
hostel find nice place to eat. Is good for this relationship. The people 
and the people very happy in this place. He working for the people, 
people stay good, stay happy. (Int10) 
 
This suggests that employees also form part of the servicescape and has a role in 
encouraging social interaction among guests. It could be concluded that physical and 
human dimensions of the servicescape collectively create the social ambiance within 
the hostel environment, as suggested by Musa and Thirumoorthi (2011). 
5.4.5 Evaluation of hostel service experience 
The final part the interview focused on how respondents evaluated their hostel 
service experience. Incidents were first grouped into either positive or negative cases. 
Out of 39 total incidents, 16 positive incidents demonstrated that social interaction 
enhances the service experience whereas 2 negative incidents damaged the service 
experience. However, more than half of the total incident had negligible impact, as 
most respondents felt that other aspects of their hostel stay influenced their overall 
evaluation of their experience. Table 5.6 provides respondents’ narratives of how 
social interaction impacted upon their service experience evaluation. Based on these 
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findings, social interaction clearly plays a role in the evaluation of the service 
experience. 
Table 5.6 The Impact of Social Interaction on Service Experience Evaluation 
Positive impacts 
16 Incidents 
Negative impacts 
2 incidents 
Negligible impacts 
21 Incidents 
 
It’s not like the best hostel 
we’ve stayed in .. it’s quite 
dirty and so … If we’ve not 
spoken to anyone, and we 
sort if been to that hostel, 
obviously we’d come away 
with a very negative thought. 
But at least we came away 
with like .. Oh! We met a 
really nice guy. (Int1) 
 
It’s a good experience. You 
meet a lot of people.. It’s 
better than expensive ones. 
(Int16) 
 
Personal point of view, it’s a 
very good experience. 
Cause again, I’ve met a lot 
of people! (Int18) 
 
Yes, very positive. 
Sometimes I feel lonely 
(when I don’t make friends). 
(Int8) 
 
Yes … it improved the 
experience.. I think when 
you meet good people, it 
does not matter if the room 
has a window .. or ... (Int11) 
 
Urmmm… yeah, I guess 
so… but like other guests, 
they’re really friendly. As I 
said, everybody’s in the 
same boat as you .. (Int21) 
 
Yes, of course! When I see 
people who you know, like .. 
stay at the hostel, like my 
doormates, so I think the 
hostel itself is not dodgy! 
(Int25) 
 
Usually noise. You know, 
when they come in during 
the night. Most hostels are 
good with the rules. (Int3) 
 
Only drunk people, I guess. 
At the hostel, I think it was a 
red light district. We could 
hear weird sounds at night 
… So that’s why we rated it 
as dodgy!(Int25) 
 
 
 
I suppose it didn’t influence 
my evaluation of the hostel 
service. But it certainly 
impacted my overall 
experience. It’s much more 
enjoyable to be in a place 
where we’re meeting new 
people and making friends as 
opposed to ones where 
you’re mostly alone.(Int2) 
 
No. I mean, it was so 
miniscule. It wasn’t really 
worth …. I think hostels are 
there just to do the one job 
that they’re made for. In my 
opinion, it’s just a roof over 
your head until you move on. 
I don’t think they’re made to 
feel … I guess some put 
more effort in than othe. 
(Int5) 
 
A small part. But mostly we 
rate (the hostel) according to 
the owner. (Int19) 
 
No, I don’t think so. I mean, I 
liked it (hostel) before I met 
them. But it was just nice to 
meet them and talk to them. 
(Int22) 
 
Even my two roommates 
were drunk. It was the night 
that they came back from 
dinner. We got back to the 
room to rest at around 11pm. 
They were a bit hyper and 
making noise. So I thought 
‘ok, ok, they’re drunk! I just 
put up with their 
behaviour.(Int25) 
 
 
In addition to the impact of guests’ social interaction on service experience 
evaluation, it was also evident that physical servicescapes influenced the way 
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respondents assessed the hostel service experience. This is reflected in the following 
accounts:   
 
Cleanliness is important. Good facilities. (Int2) 
Being in places usually close to the centres of activity .. Urrmmm .. and 
affordable .. (Int4) 
This place is ok. The location is good because we have food, facilities 
and all that nearby .. just a walking distance. (Int15) 
 
In terms of the human dimensions of the servicescape, the behaviours of employees 
also either enhanced or damaged guests’ hostel experience. For example, 
respondents expressed that: 
 
Generally, they’ve been positive. Like, occasionally you get one where 
some of the staff seem really grumpy and a bit rude but that’s very rare. 
Occasionally they are a little dirty. (Int6) 
 
A small part. But mostly we rate (the hostel) according to the owner. 
(Int19) 
 
Hostel workers has been great and really helpful. So in Langkawi and 
here, they seem to be really helpful also and talkative … (Int14) 
 
This exploratory study has revealed that both hostel servicescapes and social 
interaction among hostel guests contribute to their evaluation of the service 
experience to different degrees. This implies that hostels could add value to their 
product offerings by managing and facilitating positive interpersonal interactions 
among guests. The interview data also indicated that social interaction is less likely to 
occur when guests had a travel companion. Furthermore, the findings suggest that 
employee initiatives play a stronger role in facilitating social interactions, compared to 
the design of the physical servicescape. In other words, it appears that the 
manipulation of physical servicescapes is not as effective in encouraging social 
interaction, thus contradicting the findings from the existing literature.  
 
In summary, the CIT was adopted in the preliminary study to explore whether the 
three main constructs identified in the proposed conceptual framework are evident in 
guests’ experiences of staying in hostels. The findings have supported all of these 
constructs and identified newly emergent constructs and its dimensions, resulting in a 
modification of the framework. Several interesting results have emerged from this 
study. Firstly, the results suggest classifying social interaction into three groups -
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superficial, spontaneous and personal interactions. These groups indicated the level 
of interaction that occurred between the hostel guests. Secondly, this study identified 
that both physical and human dimensions of the servicescape affected guests’ social 
interaction. Thirdly, evaluation of the service experience is influenced by social 
interaction factors as well as servicescape factors. As a result of these findings, a 
revised conceptual framework is presented in Figure 5.2, highlighting the relationship 
between servicescapes, social interaction and service experience evaluation. 
Following the results of this exploratory stage, a questionnaire was then developed to 
provide further answers to the research question. 
 
Figure 5.2 Revised Conceptual Framework 
    
 
 
5.5 Main study – Testing the modified conceptual framework 
The revised conceptual framework is now ready to be tested in a large scale study. In 
the following sections, the development of the research hypotheses is presented, 
followed by a detailed explanation of how the questionnaire was designed, piloted 
and administered to research participants. Finally, the last two sections describe the 
data collection and data analysis methods employed in the main study. 
5.5.1 Hypothesis development 
Based on the conceptual framework (Figure 5.2), it is suggested that the service 
experience is evaluated based on the servicescape and customer’s social interaction. 
It is also suggested that the physical and human dimensions make up the overall 
servicescapes whilst superficial, spontaneous and personal interactions make up the 
overall social interaction. Furthermore, not only does the servicescape have an 
influence on service evaluation, it also influences customer-to-customer interaction. In 
other words, the overall servicescape could be manipulated to encourage/discourage 
social interactions. To test this research model, four main hypotheses were 
developed. 
Moderating Variables  
Demographic Factors  
Trip-related Factors 
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Figure 5.3 The Conceptual Framework and Research Hypothesis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Servicescapes and service experience evaluation 
As discussed previously in Chapter Two, past studies have established that both 
physical factors and social factors play a role in creating the whole service experience 
(Baker, 1986; Turley & Milliman, 2000; Brady & Cronin, 2001; Tombs & McColl-
Kennedy, 2003; Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011; Walls, 2013). 
Furthermore, in the context of hostel accommodation, research conducted by Musa 
and Thirumoorthi (2011) and Hecht and Martin (2006) demonstrate that guests value 
both the social ambience as well as the physical facilities being offered to them 
during their stay. The results of the CIT analysis have also indicated that customers’ 
response to the servicescape is dependent on their perception of the tangible, 
physical aspects as well as the intangible, human aspects of the service setting.  
Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
H1. Customer’s positive perception of the overall servicescape will 
have a positive effect on service experience evaluation 
H1a. Customer’s positive perception of the physical dimensions of 
the servicescape will have a positive effect on service 
experience evaluation 
H1b. Customer’s positive perception of the human dimensions of the 
servicescape will have a positive effect on service experience 
evaluation 
Servicescapes and social interaction  
Although existing literature highlights that the physical design of the environment 
encourages interaction between customers (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Argyle, 
H2 
H1 
H3 
H4 
Social Interaction 
Superficial 
Spontaneous 
Personal 
Service Experience Evaluation 
Overall satisfaction 
Word-of-mouth 
recommendation 
Value for money 
Overall 
Servicescapes 
Physical dimension 
Human dimension 
Moderating Variables  
Demographic Factors  
Trip-related Factors 
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Furnham & Graham, 1981; Holahan, 1982; Levy, Getz & Hudson, 2011; Bowie & 
Buttle, 2011), the CIT findings have illustrated otherwise. The current study points to 
the fact that human aspects of the servicescape play a stronger role in facilitating 
customers’ interactions. For example, hostel guests indicated that they value the 
opportunity to meet and talk to others when employees had social activities organised 
especially for them. Based on the premise that the most effective interactions occur 
when both dimensions of the servicescape are concurrently integrated, the following 
hypotheses are proposed:  
H2. Customer’s positive perception of the overall servicescape will 
have a positive effect on social interaction 
H2a. Customer’s positive perception of the physical dimensions of 
the servicescape will have a positive effect on social interaction 
H2b. Customer’s positive perception of the human dimensions of the 
servicescape will have a positive effect on social interaction 
Social interaction and service experience evaluation 
Although the relationship between customers’ social interaction and their evaluation 
of the service experience has not been extensively studied in the marketing literature 
(Obenour et al., 2006; Kwortnik, 2008; Huang & Hsu, 2009b; Papathanassis, 2012), 
there is evidence that customer engagement in social interaction activities impacts 
upon their service experience. For instance, Harris et al (1997) found a positive, 
direct relationship between customer’s social interaction and customer satisfaction. In 
Grove et al’s (1998) study, negative incidents of social interaction led to dissatisfied 
customers. In terms of the different levels of social interaction, empirical studies 
conducted within the context of cruise tourism show that the social aspect of cruise 
travel contributed to the service experience to different degrees (Huang & Hsu, 
2009b; Papathanassis, 2012).  Their results demonstrated that cruise passengers 
had diverse experiences interacting with fellow passengers, and that these 
interactions added to the enjoyment of the cruise. The current research therefore 
suggests that depending on the service setting, customers may be involved in co-
creating, and consequently evaluating the service experience through the different 
levels of interaction they have with one another. To support this proposition, the 
following hypotheses are proposed. 
H3. Customer’s overall positive social interaction will have a positive 
effect on service experience evaluation. 
H3a. Customer’s positive superficial interaction will have a positive 
effect on service experience evaluation. 
H3b. Customer’s positive spontaneous interaction will have a positive 
effect on service experience evaluation. 
H3c. Customer’s positive personal interaction will have a positive 
effect on service experience evaluation. 
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As previously discussed in the CIT study (refer Section 5.4.5), the hostel 
servicescape and guests’ social interaction contribute to the evaluation of the service 
experience to different degrees. For some guests, although they were not happy with 
hostel facilities, they still had a positive experience because of the new friends they 
made during the stay. In other words, despite guests’ dissatisfaction towards the 
hostel servicescape, the positive social experiences made their stay an enjoyable 
one. Additionally, Nicholls (2010) also proposed that social interaction can 
simultaneously enhance guests’ service experience and neutralise any negative 
experiences. Similar results were illustrated by Moore et al. (2005) whereby 
servicescapes facilitated customers’ social interactions, which in turn enhanced their 
service experience. Hence, for the present research, the following hypothesis is 
proposed: 
 
H4. Customer’s social interaction mediates the effect of the   
servicescape on service experience evaluation. 
5.5.2 Questionnaire design 
To test these hypotheses, a standardised self-administered questionnaire was 
developed from an extensive literature review and the information gathered from the 
preliminary study. The questions were based on the research objectives and focused 
on identifying the relationships between servicescapes, social interaction and service 
experience evaluation. The questionnaire also gathered information about the 
respondents’ demographic and trip-related information. As mentioned earlier, findings 
from the preliminary study not only clarified and validated the variables that have 
been discussed in the literature review, but also introduced a number of new 
variables which have not been considered in past research.  
 
Both the printed and electronic versions of the questionnaire had four sections to be 
completed by the respondents (Refer to Appendix 8 and 9). To make the 
questionnaire visually appealing, the printed version was designed in the form of an 
A5 booklet. Questions in Section One asked about respondents’ demography. 
Section Two focused on trip-related information. Section Three included items that 
measured the servicescapes and social interactions that were experienced at the 
hostel. Lastly, Section Four included items measuring service experience evaluation. 
All measures in Section Three and Four utilised a seven-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).  
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Respondent profiles 
The first section of the questionnaire consisted of items asking about the 
respondents’ gender, age, nationality, education and employment status. Besides 
providing a general overview of who the respondents were, demographic questions 
were asked because it was anticipated that the differences in demographic 
characteristics would influence how guests perceived their hostelling experience. This 
information could consequently lead to marketing implications. 
Trip-related information 
The second section focused on the respondents’ current trip to Malaysia and their 
past hostel experience. In terms of their general travel experience in Malaysia, they 
were asked about their purpose of trip, length of trip and travel companions. In order 
to assess how much hostel experience they had, respondents were then asked about 
the duration of stay in all Malaysian hostels and the total number of hostel stays, both 
inside and outside Malaysia. It was anticipated that the information gathered in this 
section could explain possible differences in guests’ hostelling experiences. 
Personal hostel experience 
The third section consisted of various scales measuring the servicescapes and social 
interaction constructs. As past studies and the CIT results highlighted that the 
servicescape should consist of both physical and human dimensions, the items 
developed for this study were based on these two categories. Existing scales on the 
perception of servicescapes were adapted to correspond to the hostel context. These 
items were mainly based on the marketing and leisure services literature, and were 
specifically selected because they reflected the CIT findings. Four separate measures 
(layout and design, atmospherics, exterior environment, Internet equipment and 
facilities) were utilised to assess the physical dimensions of the servicescape. The 
layout and design, atmospherics and exterior environment constructs were 
operationalised using Daunt and Harris’ (2012) measure of physical servicescapes 
(Table 5.7). As there were no existing scales that measured the Internet equipment 
and facilities construct, this was therefore developed from the preliminary study. 
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Table 5.7 Physical Dimension of Servicescape Constructs and Measurement Items 
Constructs Original items  Modified items 
 
Layout and 
design 
 
Items adopted 
from Daunt & 
Harris (2012)  
(α = .91) 
The interior of the outlet was designed to my taste 
(reverse scored). 
The interior of the hostel was designed to my 
taste.  
It was very crowded inside of the outlet. The hostel seemed very spacious. 
The interior design of the outlet was unpleasant. The interior design of the hostel was pleasant. 
It was very cramped inside of the outlet. It was very cramped inside the hostel. (reverse 
scored) 
It was easy to move around the outlet (reverse 
scored) 
It was easy to move around the hostel. 
 
Atmospheric 
 
Items adopted 
from Daunt & 
Harris (2012)  
(α = .91) 
The temperature inside of the outlet was pleasant 
(reverse scored) 
The temperature inside of the hostel was 
pleasant.  
The music inside of the outlet was too loud. The noise inside the hostel was too loud. (reverse 
scored) 
The air quality inside of the outlet was poor. The air quality inside the hostel was poor (reverse 
scored) 
The outlet was very clean (reverse scored) The hostel was very clean.  
 
Exterior 
environment 
 
Items adopted 
from Daunt & 
Harris (2012)  
(α = .94) 
The exterior of the outlet was unappealing. The exterior of the hostel was appealing. 
The outlet was located in a nice area (reverse 
scored) 
The hostel was located in a nice area.  
The outside of the outlet did not look well 
maintained 
The outside of the hostel looked well maintained. 
The exterior of the outlet looked run down The exterior of the hostel looked run down. 
(reverse scored) 
The exterior of the outlet looked attractive 
(reverse scored) 
The exterior of the hostel looked attractive.  
 
Internet 
equipment and 
facilities  
The hostel offered high-quality Internet 
connection. 
 
 
 
All items were derived from the preliminary study. 
The hostel had enough computers for guests to 
use. 
There is Internet connection in all the rooms. 
There is Internet connection in common areas 
only (eg. kitchen, lounge). 
The hostel offered high-quality Internet 
connection. 
 
In order to assess the servicescape’s human dimensions, three separate measures 
(employee characteristics, customer characteristics and social density) were used. 
The scale measuring the perception of employee characteristics was operationalised 
using Wall’s (2013) measure, while for guest characteristics, the scale was adapted 
from Daunt and Harris’ (2012) measure of customer behaviour. As for social density, 
Machleit et al.’s (1994) scale was used. All the items are listed in Table 5.8. 
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Table 5.8 Human Dimensions of Servicescape Construct and Measurement Items 
Constructs Original items Modified items 
Employee 
characteristics 
 
Items adopted from 
Walls (2013)  
(α = .93) 
Employees of the hotel treat guests with 
respect. 
Employees of the hostel treated me with respect. 
Employees of the hotel are consistently 
courteous to guests. 
Employees of the hostel were consistently 
courteous to me. 
Employees of the hotel are always willing to 
help you. 
Employees of the hostel were helpful. 
Employees of the hotel are friendly  Employees of the hostel were friendly 
Employees of the hotel are well-groomed Employees of the hostel were  well-groomed 
Guest 
characteristics 
 
Items adopted from 
Daunt & Harris 
(2012)  
(α = .94) 
Fellow customers behaved in a pleasant 
manner (reverse scored) 
Fellow guests behaved in a pleasant manner 
Fellow customers behaved in a way that I was 
not expecting 
Fellow guests behaved in a way that I expected 
them to 
I enjoyed being around the other customers in 
the outlet (reverse scored) 
I enjoyed being around the other guests in the 
hostel  
Fellow customers conducted themselves in a 
manner that I did not find appropriate 
Fellow guests conducted themselves in a manner 
that I did not find appropriate (reverse scored) 
Fellow customers behaved in a way that I 
found to be unpleasant 
Fellow guests behaved in a way that I found to be 
unpleasant (reverse scored) 
Fellow customers behaved in a way that I did 
not agree with 
Fellow guests behaved in a way that I did not 
agree with (reverse scored) 
 
Social density 
 
Items adopted from 
Machleit et al (1994)  
(α = .90) 
This store seemed very crowded to me. The hostel did not seem very crowded to me 
This store was a little too busy. The hostel was a little too busy. (reverse scored) 
There were a lot of shoppers in this store. There were a lot of guests in the hostel. (reverse 
scored) 
 
In order to measure customers’ social interaction, a new scale was created for this 
study. This is because the existing scales, such as the ones used in Moore et al.’s 
(2005) and Finsterwalder and Kuppelwieser’s (2011) study, do not specifically 
measure the different dimensions of social interaction that occur between customers. 
Furthermore, their scales were considered less applicable within the hostel context as 
their studies were not conducted within an extended service encounter. Previous 
studies conducted among cruise passengers (Huang & Hsu, 2009b) and backpackers 
(Murphy, 2001) revealed several potential indicators for measuring social interaction.  
As previously mentioned in Section 5.4.3, the results of the CIT indicated that social 
interaction measures include superficial, spontaneous and personal dimensions. The 
Q-sort technique was adopted to initially assess the reliability of these categories, as 
well as verify the content adequacy of the newly developed scale items. The detailed 
instructions for conducting the Q-Sort technique are provided in Appendix 7. Based 
on the final results of the Q-sort technique (Appendix 8), the social interaction items 
generated for the questionnaire are listed in Table 5.9. The Cronbach Alpha 
coefficient for this scale is reported in Section 6.4.3. In the final questionnaire, all 59 
items were listed in random order to avoid potentially biased responses. 
 Chapter 5: Research Methodology 
85 
 
Table 5.9 Social Interaction Constructs and Measurement Items 
Constructs Items 
Superficial 
interaction 
Other hostel guest(s) usually kept to themselves (reverse scored) 
Other hostel guest(s) had their own circle of friends (reverse scored) 
Other hostel guests were not approachable (reverse scored) 
Spontaneous 
interaction 
The other guest(s) in the hostel shared their travel experience with me 
The other guest(s) in the hostel exchanged travel information with me 
The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about their family with me 
The other guests(s) in the hostel had conversations about their working life with me 
It was easy to talk to other hostel guest(s) 
Other hostel guest(s) told me about their past hostel experience 
The other guest(s) in the hostel offered me help when I needed it 
I interacted frequently with other hostel guest(s) 
The other guest(s) in the hostel were friendly towards me 
The other guest(s) in the hostel made my time here more enjoyable 
Personal 
interaction 
I developed friendships with other guest(s) I met at the hostel 
I went sightseeing with other hostel guest(s) 
I had dinner with other hostel guest(s) 
In the future, I plan to meet up with the friend(s) I have made at the hostel 
Evaluation of hostel services 
The fourth section consists of various scales measuring the service experience 
evaluation construct. The scales used to measure this construct were based on the 
work of Hightower et al. (2002). The scale originally measured overall satisfaction, 
behavioural intention and value for money. However, for the present study, the 
labelling of ‘behavioural intention’ is replaced with ‘word-of-mouth recommendation’. 
This new label is considered a more accurate reflection of the measurement items. 
The decision to categorise service experience evaluation into the three measures 
was based on the findings from the preliminary study. When asked about their overall 
hostel service experience during the CIT interviews, many of the respondents stated 
that they enjoyed staying at the hostel and would be happy to recommend the hostel 
to their friends. They also commented on how surprisingly comfortable the hostels 
were despite the cheap rates. Interestingly, some respondents even made a 
comparison between hostel and hotel accommodation, and complained about the 
unexpectedly low service standards of hotels. The items measuring service 
experience evaluation are presented in Table 5.10. 
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Table 5.10 Service Experience Evaluation Construct and Measurement Items 
Constructs Original items Modified items 
Overall satisfaction 
Items adopted from 
Hightower et al. 
(2002)  
 
I have been satisfied with my experiences at 
these games 
I have been satisfied with my experiences at this 
hostel 
I truly enjoy going to these games I truly enjoy going to this hostel 
I am elated with the experiences I have had 
at these games 
I am elated with the experiences I have had at this 
hostel 
Going to these games has been delightful Going to this hostel has been delightful 
I am happy with the experiences I have had 
at these games 
I am happy with the experiences I have had at this 
hostel 
Word-of-mouth 
recommendation 
(originally labelled 
behavioural 
intention) 
Items adopted from 
Hightower et al. 
(2002)  
 
I say positive things about going to baseball 
games to other people 
I say positive things about going to this hostel to 
other people 
I recommend going to baseball games to 
someone who seeks my advice.  
I recommend going to this hostel to someone who 
seeks my advice  
I encourage friends and relatives to go to 
baseball games 
I encourage friends and relatives to go to this 
hostel 
I enjoy spending time at baseball games I enjoy spending time at this hostel 
Value for money 
Items adopted from 
Hightower et al. 
(2002)  
 
In general, I believe going to baseball games 
at ___ is worth the cost 
In general, I believe going to this hostel is worth 
the cost 
I believe that ______ baseball games is 
generally good value 
I believe that this hostel is generally good value 
On the whole, the services I purchase while 
at _____ baseball games provide an 
excellent value. 
On the whole, the services I purchase while at this 
hostel provide an excellent value. 
I get good value in going to _____ baseball 
games. 
I get good value in going to this hostel. 
By going to _______ baseball games, I get a 
lot for my money. 
By going to this hostel, I get a lot for my money. 
5.5.3 Pilot-testing the Questionnaire 
The questionnaires were subject to a pilot test to purify the measures as well as to 
gather feedback on any issues with the survey content, design and length. It is 
important that questions being asked in the questionnaire accurately reflect the 
conceptual framework (Altinay & Paraskevas, 2008, p.144) and are understood by 
the respondents in the way the researcher wants them to be understood (Saunders & 
Lewis, 2012). Saunders and Lewis (2012) highlighted that questionnaires should be 
designed to provide enough data to answer the research question and objectives 
(content validity). Furthermore, they emphasised that the questions to be asked 
should collect data that is intended to be measured (construct validity).  
 
The pilot test was conducted informally by consulting friends of the researcher who 
had had the experience of staying in hostels. It is important that the sample selected 
for the pilot test closely reflects the sample to be used in the main study. Both native 
and non-native English speakers were selected to be part of the pilot sample, as 
there may be a number of vocabulary/words that are less familiar to non-Western 
participants. In this case, all 20 respondents were of different nationalities and had 
varying degrees of hostel experiences.  
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Based on Bell’s (2005) suggestions, the participants were asked to record how long it 
took to answer all of the questions and to identify any terms, vocabulary and/or 
instructions they found difficult to understand. Overall, there were no major issues 
with the questionnaire, except for some recommended improvements in terms of the 
scales’ items, vocabulary and grammar. It took the respondents between seven to ten 
minutes to complete the questionnaire. A list of the amended items is presented in 
Table 5.11. After these amendments, the questionnaire was then distributed for the 
main study. 
Table 5.11 Amendments to Questionnaire after the Pilot Test 
Sections Original items Amended items 
Demographic 
Profile 
 
Nationality 
   
 Western 
 Asian 
 Other ____________________ 
 
3. Nationality 
    ______________________ 
  
 
Trip-related 
Information 
 
Primary purpose of trip to Malaysia 
 Leisure / vacation 
 Business / work-related 
 Personal matter   
 Other (Please specify) 
____________________ 
 
Primary purpose of trip to Malaysia 
 Leisure / vacation 
 Business / work-related 
 Visiting friends and/or relatives 
 Other (Please specify) 
____________________ 
Your Malaysian 
Hostel 
Experience 
 
What is the hostel’s address or location?  Where was the hostel located?  
There is Internet connection in all the rooms There is good Wifi connection in all the rooms 
There is Internet connection in common areas 
only (eg. lounge) 
There is good Wifi connection in common areas 
only (eg. lounge) 
The hostel offered high-quality Internet connection The hostel offered high-quality Wifi connection 
Employees of the hostel were consistently 
courteous to me 
Employees of the hostel were consistently polite 
to me 
Employees of the hostel were well-groomed Employees of the hostel were presentable 
Fellow guest(s) behaved in a pleasant manner Other guest(s) behaved in a pleasant manner 
The exterior of the hostel was appealing. The hostel building looked appealing 
The exterior of the hostel looked run down The exterior of the hostel looked old 
The air quality inside the hostel was poor The hostel smelled quite pleasant 
Your Service 
Experience at 
the Hostel 
I am happy with the experiences I have had at 
this hostel 
I am happy with my hostel experience here 
I believe that this hostel is generally good value I believe this hostel is generally good value for 
money 
5.5.4 Data collection methods  
Similar to the preliminary study, the target population for the main study included 
individuals who had stayed in a Malaysian hostel for at least one night, during their 
most recent trip to Malaysia. As previously mentioned in Section 5.4.1, purposive 
judgement sampling was used to recruit the participants for this study. The sampling 
procedure involved selecting a number of Malaysian hostels for inclusion in the 
research. Instead of Penang, the main study was conducted in another backpacker 
hub, Kuala Lumpur. Kuala Lumpur has several well-developed backpacker enclaves 
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with a dense collection of backpacker hostels, providing the researcher with access to 
a larger number of potential respondents. Furthermore, being Malaysia’s capital city, 
Kuala Lumpur is a common transit destination for most backpackers, regardless of 
their travel routes. In order to produce a list of Kuala Lumpur hostels to be included in 
the sampling frame, booking portals such as Hostelworld.com, Hostels.com, 
Hostelbookers.com, Hihostels.com and Hostelz.com were referred to.  
 
An appropriate sample size is required to establish the representativeness of the 
sample for generalizability (Bryman, 2012; Pallant, 2013). Although it is noted that the 
bigger the sample, the more representative it is likely to be, this study was conducted 
with limited resources in terms of the time and money available for data collection. 
Additionally, the determination of the sample size is also dependent on the type of 
analysis to be carried out (Hair et al., 2010; Pallant, 2013). The current study intends 
to use multivariate analysis, and Pallant (2013) and Hair et al. (2010) suggest that for 
this approach, the sample size should be more than 100. It was therefore decided 
that the target sample size should be at least 200. 
 
The survey was undertaken between 30 July and 19 August 2014. A formal letter 
requesting permission to talk to hostel guests was emailed to the managers/operators 
before the research took place (Appendix 2-B). Although a total of 37 hostels in Kuala 
Lumpur were approached personally, only 13 hostel managers/owners gave their 
permission for the research to be conducted on their property.  
 
The researcher went to all 13 properties to conduct the survey. Before the 
respondents answered the survey, the researcher assured them of the confidentiality 
and anonymity of the research. While they completed the survey, the researcher was 
present nearby, should the respondents have any questions regarding the research. 
The face-to-face survey was conducted mid-morning and late evening, when 
respondents were more likely to be present at the hostel property. Similar to the 
preliminary study, all the guests who were there in the hostel common areas were 
invited to participate in the survey. Each respondent was offered the researcher’s 
business card as a form of identification. 
 
Due to the limited resources available for the research to be physically conducted in 
Kuala Lumpur, an online survey via Qualtrics.com was also carried out concurrently.  
The online survey, hosted on bit.ly/hostelmalaysia, was distributed through Facebook 
and Lonely Planet’s Thorn Tree Forums. These mediums of communication offer 
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researchers the ability to reach a large sample quickly and cheaply (Paris, 2013). On 
Facebook, the survey link was posted on five backpacker groups with an interest in 
South East Asia, and two backpacker groups focusing on Malaysia as a travel 
destination. Permission was granted by the Facebook administrators of these seven 
groups for the survey to be conducted among their members. As for Lonely Planet’s 
Thorn Tree Forums, which is an online web community that shares travel tips and 
information, the link to the survey was posted on different threads related to travel 
interests and hostel experiences within South East Asia destinations. 
 
The combination of online surveys with offline destination-based surveys also 
provides the opportunity to balance the limitations of each individual mode (De 
Leeuw, 2005). One of the main issues concerning the online survey is the risk of 
excluding individuals who do not have access to the Internet. Nevertheless, major 
advances in communication technology, particularly in the destinations visited by 
backpackers, have helped reduce this limitation (Paris, 2013). In addition, the existing 
literature highlights that backpackers have an active online presence because being 
online is viewed as part of the backpacking cultural experience (Paris et al., 2014). 
Past research have also established that multi-method survey approaches provide a 
more reliable way of data collection (Riva et al., 2003; Dolnicar et al., 2009; McCabe 
et al., 2006). 
5.5.5 Data analysis methods  
Once data was collected, it was coded and entered into the Statistical Package for 
Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 22 software to be analysed. Missing data was coded 
‘99’ in the SPSS data file to indicate that the data is genuinely missing and not 
mistakenly left out by the researcher. The following section provides a detailed 
explanation of the data analysis methods used in the present research. 
Descriptive analysis 
Descriptive analysis was conducted to provide a summary of the characteristics of the 
study sample.  The respondents were profiled in terms of their demographics and 
their travel characteristics. A frequency table was used to highlight the distribution of 
respondents in terms of gender, age, education level, employment status and 
nationality. As for their travel characteristics, a combination of pie charts and bar 
charts were used to show the percentage of respondents with different travel 
purposes, lengths of trip, previous hostel experience and travel companions. 
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Exploratory factor analysis 
There are two common types of factor analysis (FA) described in the literature, 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). FA explains 
the extent to which a scale is an appropriate operational definition of an abstract 
variable (Grandzol & Gershon, 1998). In EFA, the aim is “to explore the field, to 
discover the main constructs or dimensions” (Kline, 1994, p.7) whereas CFA is more 
complex and used to provide evidence of convergent and divergent validity of 
measures (Kline, 1994).  
 
Since all of the scales and dimensions in this research have not been previously used 
in a hostel setting, EFA was used to uncover the underlying structure of the data 
(Pallant, 2013; Hair et. al, 2010).  In other words, because a new instrument was 
developed specifically for the purpose of the hostel context, the researcher has no 
prior knowledge that the items do indeed measure the intended factors. CFA was 
deemed inappropriate as it is used when the researcher has some prior knowledge of 
the underlying latent variable structure (Byrne, 2010). Unlike EFA, the researcher 
specifies which variables are hypothesised to load on which factor and only those 
loadings are specified (Iacobucci, 2009). 
 
Initially, two methods of factor analysis were conducted. Firstly, Maximum Likelihood 
analysis with Varimax rotation was applied as a factor extraction technique. However, 
this solution was not optimal as 9 out of 17 items measuring Physical Dimension of 
the Servicescape were cross-loading at the .32 cut-off point. Secondly, principal 
component analysis (PCA) with Varimax rotation was applied, using the same 
Physical Dimension of the Servicescape scale. Since PCA produced better results 
and provided optimal solutions, it was therefore utilised to identify the latent 
dimensions of the four scales developed for this study (Human dimensions of the 
servicescape, Physical dimension of the servicescape, Social interaction, Service 
experience evaluation). PCA was considered the best factor extraction technique as 
the majority of previous studies have also used this approach. In order to identify the 
number of components to be retained when applying EFA, Tabachnik and Fidell 
(2001, p.702) suggest that “items cross-loading at .32 or higher on more than one 
component” should be dropped from the analysis. The results of the EFA are 
presented in Chapter Six. 
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Cronbach Alpha coefficient  
Following EFA, the reliability of the scale was then tested for each measurement 
scale. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is commonly used as an indicator of scale 
reliability (Hair et al., 2010; Field, 2011; Pallant, 2013). Generally, a scale is 
considered to be highly reliable if the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient has a value of 
above .70 but for exploratory research, .60 is acceptable (Hair et al., 2010, p.118). 
The results presented in Section 6.4 indicate that all scales are reliable. 
T-tests and Anova  
Prior studies have shown that demographics and  trip-related factors influence the 
level of social interaction among guests and their evaluation of the service experience 
(refer Section 5.2). Therefore, independent sample T-tests and one-way ANOVA 
between subjects were conducted to compare whether there is a significant 
difference in the way groups with different demographics and trip-related 
characteristics responded to the survey. For both tests, the results are considered 
statistically significantly different at the p<.05 level. 
Correlation analysis  
Correlation analysis was conducted to check the “strength and direction of the linear 
relationship between two research variables” (Pallant, 2013, p.133). The strength of 
the correlations is based on the value of Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r), which 
measures the strength of a linear relationship between paired data. A value of 0 
indicates no relationship at all, and a value of 1 indicates perfect positive correlation 
(Pallant, 2013).   
Regression analysis 
In order to test the four hypotheses developed for this study, regression analysis was 
employed. Regression analysis is especially useful in the context of the current study 
because it can be used to “predict how well a set of variables is able to predict a 
particular outcome and identify which variable in a set of variables is the best 
predictor of outcome” (Pallant, 2013, p.155). However, a number of assumptions that 
must be checked before conducting regression analysis. These assumptions include 
sample size, outliers, multicollinearity, normality and homoscedasticity of residuals 
(Tabachnik & Fidell, 2001; Hair et al., 2010; Field, 2011; Pallant, 2013). Section 6.6 
explains these assumptions in more detail.  
 
Another multivariate technique, structural equation modelling (SEM), was also 
considered for this analysis as it can simultaneously assess a series of multiple 
 Chapter 5: Research Methodology 
92 
 
regression equations (Hair et al., 2010). However, this technique was not employed 
because the purpose of the present research is not to test a well-established 
theoretical model. In contrast, the research aims to explore the individual 
relationships that exist between the three variables (servicescape, social interaction 
and service experience evaluation). Therefore, given the nature of the present 
research, regression analysis is deemed sufficient.  
5.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has explained and justified the methodological approach selected for 
this study. After identifying the research gaps and explaining how these gaps are 
addressed in the present study, the research question and objectives were 
presented. A positivist approach was adopted in designing and conducting the 
research as it was considered the most appropriate method in answering the 
research question. A detailed explanation of how CIT was conducted during the 
preliminary study was also presented together with its findings. In the final section of 
this chapter, a detailed account of the procedures employed to carry out the main 
study was provided. Based on the revised conceptual framework developed from the 
preliminary study, four research hypotheses were presented, followed by a detailed 
review of how the questionnaire scales were developed. A pilot test was conducted 
and amendments were made before the questionnaire was administered online and 
in person. An explanation of the procedures employed to conduct data collection and 
analysis was then provided. The next chapter will now evaluate the findings of the 
main study. 
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Analysis of Quantitative Results 
6.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents findings from the quantitative phase of the study and is 
structured into five major sections. The following first two sections provide an 
overview of the respondents’ demographic profile and their travel characteristics. The 
third section presents a scale validation of the survey instrument. The fourth section 
provides the descriptive statistics as well as the results from t-test, ANOVA test and 
correlations analysis. Finally, in the fifth section, results of the regression analysis are 
presented as this method was used to test the structural relationship stated in the 
study’s hypotheses. 
6.2 Profiles of respondents 
Questionnaires were distributed online and in person to individuals who have stayed 
in Malaysian hostels. The data collection period was between July and August 2014. 
A total of 155 questionnaires were completed by hostel guests in Kuala Lumpur and 
60 questionnaires were completed online using Qualtrics.com. Of these 215 
questionnaires, 12 were excluded from the study due to large amounts of missing 
information. 203 questionnaires were therefore used in the analysis. Table 6.1 
presents the demographic profile of the respondents.  
 
The number of males (49%) and females (51%) who participated in this study 
reflected an almost equal gender distribution. This result has also been reported in 
past studies on backpackers and hostel users (Murphy, 2001; Reilly, 2006; 
Majstorovic , Stankov & Stojanov, 2013). Although Ian and Musa (2008) did find a 
slightly higher male/female ratio in their findings, it was not the case in this study.  
 
The majority of the respondents were between the ages of 17 and 30 (62%).  This is 
also typical of the backpacker market which is dominated by younger individuals. This 
finding follows the same line of argument as past studies by Murphy (2001), 
Sorenson (2003), Hecht and Martin (2006), and Musa and Thirumoorthi (2011). 
Interestingly, over a third of the respondents (38%) were above the age of 30 
suggesting that there may be a shift in the demographic characteristics of hostel 
users. 
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In terms of education background, 57% of the respondents held at least a university 
degree and a further 31% had postgraduate qualifications. This result mirrors earlier 
findings that backpackers are generally highly-educated (Loker-Murphy, 1996; 
Sorensen, 2003; O’Reilly, 2006, Ooi & Laing, 2010).  
Table 6.1 Demographic characteristics (n=203) 
Characteristics Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
 
100 
103 
 
49.3 
50.7 
 
Age 
17-30 
31-40 
Above 40 
 
 
125 
63 
15 
 
 
61.6 
31.0 
7.4 
 
Education level 
High school graduate 
Undergraduate  
Postgraduate  
No qualifications 
21 
116 
63 
3 
 
 
10.3 
57.1 
31.0 
1.5 
 
Employment status 
Employed full-time / Self-employed 
Employed part-time 
Unemployed 
Retired 
On a career break 
Student 
Teaching volunteer 
Others 
123 
5 
9 
4 
19 
37 
2 
3 
 
 
60.9 
2.5 
4.5 
2.0 
9.4 
18.3 
1.0 
1.5 
 
Nationality  
Western 
Non-Western 
 
 
78 
123 
 
 
38.8 
61.2 
 
Regarding their employment status, the majority of respondents (61%) were 
employed full-time/self-employed while 18% were students. This finding is consistent 
with previous studies, indicating a change in hostel users’ demographics. A decade 
ago, it was the student population who typically stayed in hostel accommodation. 
Furthermore, compared to typical backpacker destinations such as Europe and 
Australia, Malaysia is generally considered a culture-rich destination which may not 
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be as appealing to students. The remaining respondents were on a career break 
(9%), unemployed (4%), employed part-time (3%), retired (2%) and volunteer 
teachers (2%). 
 
In terms of nationality, the sample was divided into Western and non-Western 
categories. This categorization was based upon the common assumption that 
Western guests are more likely to engage in social interaction compared to non-
Westerners (refer Section 4.9). The majority of the respondents were from non-
Western countries (61%). This is not surprising given that the location of Malaysia is 
within the Asian continent, thus probably attracting more individuals from its 
neighbouring countries. Table 6.2 shows a more detailed distribution of sample by 
exact nationality. The respondents came from 31 countries and were predominantly 
from Malaysia (38%) followed by the United Kingdom (8.5%), France (5.5%), China 
(5%) and United States (4.5%). 
Table 6.2 Nationality of respondents (n=201) 
Western  (n=78) Frequency Percentage 
Argentina 1 0.5 
Australia 5 2.5 
Belgium 1 0.5 
Bulgaria 1 0.5 
Canada 3 1.5 
Chile 1 0.5 
France 11 5.4 
Germany 7 3.4 
Ireland 2 1.0 
Italy 4 2.0 
Netherlands 6 3.0 
Spain 3 1.5 
Sweden 4 2.0 
Switzerland 2 1.0 
Ukraine 1 .5 
United Kingdom 17 8.4 
United States 9 4.4 
Non-Western (n= 123) Frequency Percentage 
Algeria 2 1.0 
China 10 4.9 
Egypt 1 0.5 
India 2 1.0 
Indonesia 5 2.5 
Iran 1 0.5 
Korea, South 7 3.4 
Malaysia 78 38.4 
Nigeria 1 0.5 
Philippines 7 3.4 
Saudi Arabia 1 0.5 
Singapore 6 3.0 
Thailand 1 0.5 
Vietnam 1 0.5 
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6.3 Travel characteristics 
This section aims to provide an overview of the respondents’ travel-related 
information. Further analysis has been carried out in the following sections to 
examine how travel characteristics influence the experience of staying in hostels. 
Previous research has shown that factors such as travel purpose, length of trip, 
previous hostel experience and travel party, strongly influence a person’s perception 
of the servicescapes and their tendency to interact with fellow hostel guests. 
Furthermore, the same factors also affect how guests personally evaluate their hostel 
experience. 
6.3.1 Purpose of Malaysia trip 
Figure 6.1 illustrates the distribution of the sample by purpose of Malaysia trip. When 
asked, the majority of respondents answered leisure (79%) as their main purpose of 
travelling to Malaysia. Other respondents had to attend to work/business (7%), were 
visiting friends and/or relatives (3%) and volunteering (3%). A further 5% were in 
Malaysia for both leisure and work purposes. In the ‘Others’ category, 3% of the 
respondents stated that they had to renew their visa, had a flight stay-over or were 
studying. As hostels are not commonly associated with business travellers, it was not 
surprising that most respondents were leisure travellers.  
Figure 6.1 Purpose of Malaysia trip (n=203) 
 
 
 
6.3.2 Length of stay in Malaysia 
Figure 6.2 shows the distribution of the sample by length of stay in Malaysia. Overall, 
the majority of the respondents (40%) were on a one-week Malaysia trip. The rest 
were in Malaysia for a slightly longer period, over a week to one month (31%) and 
more than one month (9%). This finding indicates that hostel guests are typically in 
Leisure
79%
Work/Business
7%
Leisure and 
Work/Business
5%
Others
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VFR
3%
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3%
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the country for a short trip, perhaps spreading their long-term holiday among 
neighbouring countries. It is noted that although the majority of respondents (38%) 
are Malaysian residents, not all of them answered ‘more than 1 month’ for this 
question. There was a high level of missing value for this question (20%), maybe due 
to the fact that Malaysian respondents did not find this question applicable to them, 
as they are living in Malaysia permanently. Other Malaysian respondents answered 
this survey question based on the trip in which they chose to stay in a hostel. 
 
Figure 6.2 Length of stay in Malaysia (n=203) 
 
6.3.3 Length of hostel stay in Malaysia 
Figure 6.3 shows the distribution of the sample by length of hostel stay in Malaysia. 
More than half of the respondents spent 2 to 7 nights in a hostel during their 
Malaysian trip (55%). There were some respondents who only stayed for 1 night 
(13%). The rest were in Malaysia for a slightly longer period, which was over a week 
(33%). This result mirrors the respondent’s length of stay in Malaysia, indicating that 
perhaps hostels are a main form of accommodation while in Malaysia. There were no 
missing values for this question as all respondents had the experience of staying in 
Malaysian hostels. 
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Figure 6.3 Length of hostel stay in Malaysia (n=203) 
 
 
6.3.4 Number of hostel stays within Malaysia 
Figure 6.4 shows the distribution of the sample by number of hostel stays within 
Malaysia. 56% of the respondents have stayed in less than 10 Malaysian hostels 
while only 3% have quite a lot of hostel experience in Malaysia. Although most 
respondents have stayed in Malaysian hostels before, the number of first-timers is 
considered quite high (42%). This may be explained by the fact that it was possibly 
their first trip to Malaysia, thus they would not have had any experience in Malaysian 
hostels.  
Figure 6.4 Number of hostel stays within Malaysia (n=203) 
 
6.3.5 Number of hostel stays outside of Malaysia 
Figure 6.5 shows the distribution of the sample by number of hostel stays outside of 
Malaysia. The respondents seem to have had more experience staying in hostels 
outside of Malaysia. Although the majority have stayed in less than 10 hostels (43%), 
there was still a high percentage of experienced hostellers who have stayed in over 
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10 hostels (28%). 29 % have never stayed in hostels outside of Malaysia. This finding 
reflects a wide range of hostelling experience among respondents in the study, 
varying from lesser-experienced guests to seasoned hostellers. 
Figure 6.5 Number of hostel stays outside of Malaysia (n=203) 
 
 
6.3.6 Travel companion 
Figure 6.6 shows the distribution of the sample by travel companion. More than half 
of the respondents (64%) travelled with a pre-arranged companion (e.g. spouse, 
partners, friends or family member) on their trip. Only a third (27%) travelled alone. A 
very small population had children in their group (9%). This is typical of backpackers 
who mostly travel alone or together with another person (spouse, friend) as 
suggested by Sorensen (2003). 
 
Figure 6.6 Travel companion (n=203) 
 
6.3.7 Number of adults travelling together 
Figure 6.7 shows the distribution of the sample by number of adults travelling 
together. There was quite an even split between the three different categories. The 
majority travelled with more than one adult (36%) whereas the rest either had one 
adult companion (34%) or travelled alone (30%). Again, this result supports previous 
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research by Sorensen (2003) that a great majority of backpackers prefer to either 
travel alone or with one other person. 
Figure 6.7 Adult numbers travelling together (n=203) 
 
6.3.8 Number of children travelling together 
Figure 6.8 shows the distribution of the sample by number of children travelling 
together. A high percentage of the respondents did not travel with any children (88%). 
This is expected as the hostel environment may not be considered as an appropriate 
form of family accommodation. There were still families who travelled with either just 
one child (4%) or more on the trip (9%). 
Figure 6.8 Number of children travelling together (n=203) 
 
6.4 Testing the validity and reliability of the measurement scales 
As mentioned previously in Chapter Seven, scales from previous studies and scales 
developed from the preliminary study were combined to design the whole survey 
instrument. These scales were tested for validity and reliability. The validity of a scale 
is defined as “the extent to which a scale accurately represents the concept of the 
research interest” (Hair et al., 2010, p.118). Therefore, validity refers to ‘how well’ the 
concept is defined by the measures, whereas reliability relates to the ‘consistency’ of 
the measures (Hair et al., 2010).  
None
30%
Only one adult
34%
More than 
one adult
36%
None
88%
Only
one child
4%
More than 
one child
8%
 Chapter 6: Analysis of Quantitative Results 
101 
 
The term construct validity is commonly used to describe scale validity and is 
composed of convergent, discriminant and nomological validity. According to Hair et 
al. (2010, p.118), 
 Convergent validity is established when two measures of the same concept 
are correlated. High correlations indicate that the scale is measuring its 
intended concept. 
 Discriminant validity is achieved when there are low correlations between the 
summated scales of the measured constructs, with other constructs. In other 
words, the low correlations show that the measured construct is truly distinct 
from other constructs. 
 Nomological validity determines if the scale demonstrates the relationships 
shown to exist based on theory and or/prior research. Therefore this validity is 
established when the relationships between constructs are hypothesized 
through further empirical study.  
 
As previously mentioned in Section 5.5.5, exploratory factor analysis was performed 
on each scale to check for scale validity as well as to examine the underlying 
structure of the data. Before carrying out exploratory factor analysis, each scale had 
to comply with three basic conditions (Pallant, 2013; Hair et. al, 2010): 
 There must be sufficient correlations to justify the application of factor 
analysis. If visual inspection of the correlations matrix reveals a substantial 
number of correlation coefficients of .30 and above, factor analysis can be 
performed. 
 The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy measures the 
degree of intercorrelations among the variables. The data set is suitable for 
factor analysis if the KMO value is .60 or above. 
 The Bartlett’s test of Sphericity provides statistical probability that the 
correlation matrix has significant correlations among at least some of its 
variable. The Sig. value for this test must be .05 or smaller (p< .05) for factor 
analysis to be appropriate. 
 
Table 6.3 shows factor analysis conditions checked for the collected data. All scales 
meet the conditions of factor analysis:  
 The correlations matrix for each of the scales reveal the presence of many 
coefficients of .30 and above.  
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 The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy  ranged from 
.824 to .954, exceeding the recommended value of .60. 
 The Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was significant (p=.000) for all variables. 
Table 6.3 Factor Analysis Conditions  
 Physical Dimensions 
of Servicescape 
Human Dimensions  
of Servicescape 
Social  
Interaction 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Correlation 
Matrix 
Items with coefficients 
>.30 
(See Appendix 11-A) 
Items with coefficients 
>.30 
(See Appendix 11-B) 
Items with coefficients 
>.30 
 (See Appendix 11-C) 
Items with coefficients 
>.30 
(See Appendix 11-D) 
KMO .849 .824 .837 .954 
Bartlett’s 
Test of 
Sphericity 
.000 .000 .000 .000 
 
The next section of this chapter reports the results of validity and reliability tests for all 
of the above scales. For each measurement scale, exploratory factor analysis was 
conducted to check for validity. Following this, the reliability of the scale was then 
tested for each measurement scale. A reliable scale is one where the items that make 
up the scale measure the same underlying construct, showing internal consistency 
(Hair et al., 2010; Field, 2011; Pallant, 2013). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 
used as an indicator of scale reliability. This research is an initial attempt to examine 
the importance of servicescapes within the context of hostel accommodation, thus a 
cut-off value between .60 and .70 was considered appropriate.  
6.4.1 Physical dimensions of servicescape scale 
The items for the physical dimensions of the servicescape scale were derived from 
Daunt and Harris’ (2012) scales and combined with findings from the preliminary 
study. The 17-item scale was subjected to a Principle Component Analysis (PCA) 
with varimax rotation. After numerous iterations of Principle Component Analysis to 
purify the scale, 5 items were deleted: 
 The interior design of the hostel was nice 
 The hostel smelled quite pleasant 
 The temperature inside the hostel was pleasant 
 It was very cramped inside the hostel (reverse-scored) 
 The noise inside the hostel was too loud (reversed scored) 
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These items were deleted based on Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2013, p.702) 
suggestion that items cross-loading at .32 or higher on more than one component 
should be dropped from the analysis. The final results revealed two components, 
each with an Eigenvalue exceeding one. The Scree Plot (Appendix 12-A) shows a 
clear break after the second component. Table 6.4 presents the result of the factor 
analysis. 
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Table 6.4 Results of Factor Analysis for Physical Dimension of Servicescape  
Rotated Component Matrix (Physical Dimensions of Servicescape) 
 
Factor Loadings 
Communality 
1 2 
Factor 1: Physical Appeal 
 
The exterior of the hostel looked attractive .844 
 .718 
The hostel building looked appealing .801 
 .649 
The outside of the hostel looked well maintained .792 
 .638 
The interior of the hostel was designed to my taste .743 
 .548 
The hostel was very clean .706 
 .581 
The hostel seemed very spacious .693 
 .521 
The hostel was located in a nice area .644 
 .431 
It was easy to move around the hostel .610 
 .428 
Factor 2: Digital Connectivity  
The hostel offered high-quality Wi-fi connection 
 
.874 .819 
There is a good Wi-Fi connection in all the rooms 
 
.774 .631 
There is a good Wi-fi connection in common areas only (eg. lounge) 
 
.690 .467 
The hostel had more than enough computers for guests to use. 
 
.591 .416 
Eigenvalue 5.15 1.73 
 
Percentage of variance explained 42.9 14.4 
 
Total of variance explained (%) 57.4 
 
For the physical dimension scale, only two components were extracted. 8 items 
appear to represent the guests’ perception of the overall physical appeal of the 
hostel. Therefore the label ‘Physical Appeal’ was assigned to this factor. Meanwhile, 
the 4 items capturing the level of Wi-Fi technology available was labelled ‘Digital 
Connectivity’. This two-component solution differs from the initially proposed four-
construct framework consisting of ‘layout and design’, ‘atmospherics’, exterior 
environment’ and ‘Internet facilities’. Though the results are different from the original 
proposed framework and previous studies (Bitner, 1992; Turley & Milliman, 2000; 
Baker et al., 2002; Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011), they are consistent in showing that 
the hostel’s physical servicescape is part of the guests’ service experience.  
 
The rotated solution showed a number of strong loadings ranging from .591 to .874 
and the two component solution explained 57.4% of the total variance. These results 
provide evidence for the construct validity of the scale. 
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In order to test the reliability of the two sub-scales within the physical dimension 
scale, internal consistency was assessed by measuring the Cronbach’s alpha. Table 
6.5 shows the reliability of the two-factor solution of the physical dimension scale. 
Table 6.5 Reliability of Physical Dimension of Servicescape Scale 
Scale Component 
Item-Total 
Correlations 
Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 
Factor 1: Physical Appeal 
The exterior of the hostel looked attractive .783 
.891 
The hostel building looked appealing 
.739 
The outside of the hostel looked well maintained 
.731 
The interior of the hostel was designed to my taste 
.682 
The hostel was very clean 
.669 
The hostel seemed very spacious 
.624 
It was easy to move around the hostel 
.561 
The hostel was located in a nice area  
.546 
Factor 2: Digital Connectivity 
The hostel offered high-quality Wi-fi connection 
.753 
.752 
There is a good Wi-Fi connection in all the rooms 
.543 
There is a good Wi-fi connection in common areas only (eg. lounge) 
.481 
The hostel had more than enough computers for guests to use. 
.437 
 
Both factors showed a high level of internal consistency, α = .891 for ‘Physical 
Appeal’ and α = .752 for ‘Digital Connectivity’. These values exceed the 
recommended value (α>.60) for internal consistency. Items-Total Correlations 
coefficients for the scales ranged from .546 to .783 for ‘Physical Appeal’ and .437 to 
.753 for ‘Digital Connectivity’, which are above .30, indicating acceptable levels of 
reliability. 
6.4.2 Human dimensions of servicescape scale 
The items for the human dimensions of the servicescape scale were derived from 
three previous studies – Walls (2013), Daunt & Harris (2012) and Machleit, Kellaris & 
Eroglu (1994). The 14 items of this scale were subjected to a Principle Component 
Analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation. After numerous iterations of Principle 
Component Analysis to purify the scale, 6 items were deleted from the scale because 
they were cross-loading at .32 or higher on more than one component (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2013, p.702). The deleted items include: 
 Employees of the hostel were helpful 
 The hostel did not seem very crowded to me 
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 The hostel was a little too busy (reversed scored) 
 Other guest(s) behaved in a way that I did not agree with (reversed scored) 
 Other guest(s) behaved in a way that I found unpleasant (reversed scored) 
 There were a lot of guests in the hostel (reversed scored) 
Although a large number of items were removed from the original measure, the 
remaining 8 items were considered sufficient to maintain the integrity of the construct. 
The final results revealed two components with an Eigenvalue exceeding one. The 
Scree Plot (Appendix 12-B) shows a clear break after the second component. Table 
6.6 presents the result of the factor analysis. 
Table 6.6 Results of Factor Analysis for Human Dimensions of Servicescape  
Rotated Component Matrix (Human Dimensions of Servicescape) 
 
Factor Loadings 
Communality 
1 2 
Factor 1: Employee Behaviour  
 
Employees of the hostel were friendly .845 
 .768 
Employees of the hostel were consistently polite to me .828 
 .725 
Employees of the hostel were very presentable .810 
 .704 
Employees of the hostel treated me with respect .692 
 .559 
Factor 2: Guest Behaviour  
Other guest(s) conducted themselves in a manner I found appropriate 
 
.834 .727 
Other guest(s) behaved in a way that I expected them to 
 
.812 
.686 
Other guest(s) behaved in a pleasant manner 
 
.759 
.664 
I enjoyed being around other guests in the hostel  .647 
.510 
Eigenvalue 4.11 1.23 
 
Percentage of variance explained 51.4 15.4 
 
Total of variance explained (%) 66.8 
 
For the human dimensions scale, two components were extracted, with 4 items 
representing ‘Employee Behaviour’ and 4 items representing ‘Guest Behaviour’. 
These two factors were named based on the original dimensions reported in existing 
studies. Although this two-component solution is slightly different from previous 
studies (Walls, 2013; Turley & Milliman, 2000; Machleit, Kellaris & Eroglu, 1994), the 
results do indicate that human dimensions of the servicescape are part of the guests’ 
hostel experience. 
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The rotated solution showed a number of strong loadings ranging from .647 to .845 
and the two component solution explained 66.8% of the total variance. These results 
provide evidence for the construct validity of the scale. 
 
In order to test the reliability of the two sub-scales within the human dimension scale, 
internal consistency was assessed by measuring the Cronbach’s alpha. Table 6.7 
shows the reliability of the two-factor solution of the human dimension scale. 
Table 6.7 Reliability of Human Dimension of Servicescape Scale  
Scale Component 
Item-Total 
Correlations 
Cronbach’s alpha 
(α) 
Factor 1: Employee Behaviour 
Employees of the hostel were friendly 
.755 
.847 
Employees of the hostel were consistently polite to me 
.725 
Employees of the hostel were very presentable 
.677 
Employees of the hostel treated me with respect 
.595 
Factor 2: Guest Behaviour 
Other guest(s) conducted themselves in a manner I found appropriate 
.669 
.811 
Other guest(s) behaved in a way that I expected them to 
.639 
Other guest(s) behaved in a pleasant manner 
.672 
I enjoyed being around other guests in the hostel 
.548 
 
Both factors showed a high level of internal consistency, α = .847 for ‘Employee 
Behaviour’ and α = .811 for ‘Guest Behaviour’. These values exceed the 
recommended value (α>.60) of internal consistency. Items-Total Correlations 
coefficients for the scales ranged from .595 to .755 for ‘Employee Behaviour’ and 
.548 to .669 for ‘Guest Behaviour’, which are above .30, indicating acceptable levels 
of reliability. 
6.4.3 Social interaction scale 
The items for the social interaction scale were derived from the findings of the 
preliminary study as well as Finsterwalder and Kuppelweis’ (2011) study. The scale’s 
18 items were subjected to a Principle Component Analysis (PCA) with varimax 
rotation. After numerous iterations of Principle Component Analysis to purify the 
scale, 8 items were deleted from the scale: 
 I interacted frequently with other hostel guest(s) 
 I had dinner with other guest(s) from the hostel 
 In the future, I plan to meet up with the friend(s) I made at the hostel 
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 The guest(s) in the hostel were friendly towards me 
 The other guest(s) in the hostel made my time here more enjoyable 
 The other guest(s) in the hostel offered me help when I needed it 
 I developed friendships with other guest(s) I met at the hostel 
 It was easy to talk to other hostel guest(s) 
As the social interaction scale was purposely developed from the preliminary study, 
the high number of items being deleted could be because they have not been 
previously tested in other studies. These items were deleted because they cross-
loaded at .32 or higher on more than one component. However, one reverse-scored 
item (Other hostel guest(s) usually kept to themselves) was retained even though it 
was cross-loading at .329. This item was retained in order to increase the reliability of 
the scale. The final results revealed two components with an Eigenvalue exceeding 
one. The Scree Plot (Appendix 12-C) shows a clear break after the second 
component. Table 6.8 presents the result of the factor analysis. 
Table 6.8 Results of Factor Analysis for Social Interaction Scale 
Rotated Component Matrix (Social Interaction) 
 
Factor Loadings 
Communality 
1 2 
Factor 1: Direct Interaction 
 
The other guest(s) in the hostel exchanged travel information with me .816 
 .711 
The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about their family with me .808 
 .657 
The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about their working life 
with me 
.802 
 
.648 
The other guest(s) in the hostel shared their travel experience with me .790 
 .675 
I went sightseeing with other hostel guest(s) .744 
 .566 
Other hostel guest(s) told me about their past hostel experience .693 
 .495 
Factor 2: Openness to Interact  
Other hostel guest(s) were not approachable (reversed scored) 
 
.729 .538 
Other hostel guest(s) usually kept to themselves (reversed scored)  .673 
.561 
Other hostel guest(s) had their own circle of friends (reversed scored) 
 
.653 
.432 
I had little interaction with other hostel guest(s) (reversed scored) 
 
.621 
.386 
Eigenvalue 3.89 1.77 
 
Percentage of variance explained 38.97 17.72 
 
Total of variance explained 56.7% 
 
For the social interaction scale, two components were extracted. For the first factor, 6 
items adequately capture the direct interactions that actually occur between guests. 
Thus, this factor is labelled ‘Direct Interaction’. As for the second factor, all 4 items 
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represent how other guests were perceived to be open to social interaction. Thus this 
factor is labelled ‘Openness to Interact’. This two-component solution is unexpected 
as past studies have shown that items that measure the level or intensity of social 
interaction usually formulate this construct (Musa & Thirumoorthi, 2011; Finsterwalder 
and Kuppelweis’, 2011, Huang & Hsu, 20099a). Nevertheless, this result does signify 
that guests’ social interaction is part of the hostel experience. 
 
The rotated solution showed a number of strong loadings ranging from .621 to .816 
and the two component solution explained 56.7% of the total variance. These results 
provide evidence for the construct validity of the scale. 
 
In order to test the reliability of the two sub-scales within the social interaction scale, 
internal consistency was assessed by measuring the Cronbach’s alpha. Table 6.9 
shows the reliability of the two-factor solution of the social interaction scale. 
Table 6.9 Reliability of Social Interaction Scale 
Scale Component 
Item-Total 
Correlations 
Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 
Factor 1: Direct Interaction 
The other guest(s) in the hostel exchanged travel information with me .750 
.873 
The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about their family with me 
.697 
The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about their working life with me 
.707 
The other guest(s) in the hostel shared their travel experience with me 
.704 
I went sightseeing with other hostel guest(s) 
.639 
Other hostel guest(s) told me about their past hostel experience 
.558 
Factor 2: Openness to Interact 
Other hostel guest(s) were not approachable (reversed scored) 
.424 
.622 
Other hostel guest(s) usually kept to themselves (reversed scored) 
.469 
Other hostel guest(s) had their own circle of friends (reversed scored) 
.353 
I had little interaction with other hostel guest(s) (reversed scored) 
.371 
 
Items that formed the ‘Direct Interaction’ scale showed a high level of internal 
consistency (α=.847). However, ‘Openness to Interact’ exhibited less internal 
consistency (α = .622). Since this value exceeds the recommended α>.60 of internal 
consistency, it was considered acceptable for this exploratory research (Hair et al., 
2010). Items-Total Correlations coefficients for the scales ranged from .558 to .750 
for ‘Direct Interaction’  and .371 to .424 for ‘Openness to Interact’, which are above 
.30, indicating acceptable levels of reliability. Despite the poor reliability and validity of 
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the ‘Openness to Interact’ measure, this scale was maintained because it offered the 
potential for new insights in subsequent analysis. The results should be treated with 
caution as some of the findings could be due to measurement error. 
 
6.4.4 Service experience evaluation scale 
The items for the service experience evaluation scale were derived from Hightower, 
Brady & Baker’s (2002) scale. The scale’s 13 items were subjected to a Principle 
Component Analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation. The results revealed only one 
component with an Eigenvalue exceeding one. All items were retained. The Scree 
Plot (Appendix 12-D) shows a clear break after the first component. Table 6.10 
presents the result of the factor analysis. 
Table 6.10 Results of Factor Analysis for Service Experience Evaluation Scale 
Rotated Component Matrix (Service Experience Evaluation) 
 
Factor Loadings 
Communality 
1 
I would encourage friends and/or relatives to go to this hostel .939 .883 
I truly enjoyed going to this hostel .922 .850 
Going to this hostel has been delightful .908 .824 
On the whole, the services I purchased while at this hostel provide excellent 
value 
.902 
.814 
I would recommend this hostel to other people .899 .808 
I was satisfied with my experiences at this hostel .899 .808 
I am happy with my hostel experience here .892 .796 
I would say positive things about this hostel to other people .889 
.790 
I believe this hostel is generally good value for money .886 
.784 
I am pleased with the experiences I had at this hostel .870 
.758 
I enjoyed spending time at this hostel .865 
.748 
In general, I believe going to this hostel is worth the price I paid .824 
.679 
By going to this hostel, I got a lot for my money .772 
.596 
Eigenvalue 
10.14 
Percentage of variance explained 
77.97 
Total of variance explained (%) 
77.97 
 
This one-component solution differs to Hightower, Brady & Baker’s (2002) study of 
sports stadium settings, which suggested three dimensions (overall satisfaction, 
behavioural intention, value-for-money) of the service experience evaluation 
construct. The present research could not confirm the original dimensions despite the 
strong support for these three factors in previous research. The reason for this could 
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be that the current study is conducted within the hostel setting and as such, hostel 
guests take a more holistic view of the service experience. Additionally, the value-for-
money aspect of hostel accommodation could be more dominant compared to the 
other two factors. 
 
The rotated solution showed a number of strong loadings ranging from .772 to .939 
and explained 77.97 % of the total variance. These results provide evidence for the 
construct validity of the scale. In order to test the reliability of the one-dimension 
service experience evaluation scale, internal consistency was assessed by 
measuring the Cronbach’s alpha. Table 6.11 shows the reliability of the service 
experience evaluation scale. 
Table 6.11 Reliability of Service Experience Evaluation Scale 
Scale Component 
Item-Total Correlations Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 
I would encourage friends and/or relatives to go to this hostel .930 
.976 
I truly enjoyed going to this hostel 
.905 
Going to this hostel has been delightful 
.884 
On the whole, the services I purchased while at this hostel provide 
excellent value 
.888 
I would recommend this hostel to other people 
.880 
I was satisfied with my experiences at this hostel 
.877 
I am happy with my hostel experience here 
.873 
I would say positive things about this hostel to other people 
.865 
I believe this hostel is generally good value for money 
.869 
I am pleased with the experiences I had at this hostel 
.851 
I enjoyed spending time at this hostel 
.839 
In general, I believe going to this hostel is worth the price I paid 
.811 
By going to this hostel, I got a lot for my money 
.740 
 
The service experience evaluation scale showed a very high level of internal 
consistency (α=.976). This value exceeds the recommended α>.60 of internal 
consistency. Items-Total Correlations coefficients for the scales ranged from .740 to 
.930 which are above .30, indicating that items correlate very well with the overall 
scale. 
6.5 Descriptive statistics and tests of significance 
Following the assessment of the scale’s validity and reliability, descriptive statistics 
were conducted to demonstrate the distribution of score in terms of central tendency 
(mean) and measure of variability (standard deviation). In addition, the sample was 
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split into different groups (demographic profiles and travel characteristics) for further 
analysis using a series of independent t-tests and ANOVA. These tests were used to 
compare whether there is a significant difference in the way various groups 
responded to the survey. 
6.5.1 Descriptive statistics of the study’s constructs 
For this study, a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly 
Agree, was used to measure all items in the current study. As illustrated in Table 
6.12, the mean score for ‘Physical Dimensions of the Servicescape’ is 4.64 
(SD=1.07), which means respondents are happy with the overall hostel physical 
servicescape. ‘Physical Appeal’ has a higher mean score (M=4.90, SD=1.15) 
compared to ‘Digital Connectivity’ (M=4.12, SD=1.50). This means respondents 
perceived the physical appeal of the hostel more positively compared to the hostel’s 
digital features. 
Table 6.12 Descriptive statistics of the Constructs (n = 203) 
Scale Dimension(s) Mean Standard Deviation 
Physical Dimensions of the 
Servicescape 
Physical Appeal 4.90 1.15 
Digital Connectivity 4.12 1.50 
Overall Physical Dimension 4.64 1.07 
Human Dimensions of the 
Servicescape 
Guest Behaviour  5.17 1.04 
Employee Behaviour 5.56 1.07 
Overall Human Dimension 5.36 0.94 
Social Interaction 
Direct Interaction 3.59 1.54 
Openness to Interact 4.21 1.20 
Overall Social Interaction 3.84 1.14 
Service Experience Evaluation This scale has one dimension 5.49 1.29 
 
In terms of ‘Human Dimensions of the Servicescape’, the mean score is 5.36 
(SD=.94), illustrating that generally, respondents were more pleased with the human 
dimensions compared to the physical dimensions of the servicescape. Between the 
two sub-dimensions measuring human aspects of the servicescape, the mean score 
for ‘Employee Behaviour’ (M=5.56, SD=1.07) is higher than ‘Guest Behaviour 
(M=5.17, SD=1.04). This suggests that respondents perceived the hostel employees 
to be very friendly, polite, presentable and felt they were well-treated. For the second 
sub-dimension which is ‘Guest Behaviour’, respondents considered fellow guests as 
pleasant and well-mannered. 
 
As for the ‘Social Interaction’ scale, the overall mean score is 3.84 (SD=1.14) which 
shows that respondents are less happy with the level of social interaction. A 
comparison of the mean score for the two sub-dimensions of ‘Social Interaction’ 
shows a higher score for ‘Openness to Interact’ (M=4.21, SD=1.20) than for ‘Direct 
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Interaction (M=3.59, SD=1.54). This indicates respondents recognised that other 
guests want to interact, but the lower score of for ‘Direct Interaction’ shows that actual 
interaction does not really happen. In other words, direct interaction is not taking 
place despite the presence and willingness of other guests to interact. As for the final 
scale, the one-dimensional ‘Service Experience Evaluation’ scale has a score of 5.49 
(SD=1.29), showing that there is high satisfaction among the respondents. 
6.5.2 T-test results for Gender and Nationality 
An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the mean scores between 
male and female respondents. Table 6.13 shows that at the p<0.5 level, there was no 
statistically significant difference between males and females. 
Table 6.13 Results of t-test according to Gender (n=203) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions 
 of the Servicescape 
Male 100 4.66 0.99 
.191 .848 
Female 103 4.63 1.15 
Physical Appeal 
Male 100 4.84 1.07 
-.710 .479 
Female 103 4.96 1.23 
Digital Connectivity 
Male 100 4.28 1.35 
1.471 .143 
Female 103 3.97 1.62 
Human Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
Male 100 5.36 0.84 
.017 .986 
Female 103 5.36 1.04 
Guest Behaviour 
Male 100 5.20 0.92 
.327 .744 
Female 101 5.15 1.16 
Employee Behaviour 
Male 100 5.54 1.00 
-.203 .840 
Female 103 5.57 1.13 
Social Interaction 
Male 100 3.94 1.07 
1.330 .185 
Female 103 3.73 1.19 
Direct Interaction 
Male 100 3.77 1.49 
-.021 .983 
Female 103 3.41 1.58 
Openness to Interact 
Male 100 4.21 1.11 
1.645 .102 
Female 103 4.22 1.30 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Male 100 5.54 1.20 
.499 .618 
Female 103 5.45 1.37 
 
T-tests were repeated to compare the mean scores between respondents who were 
of Western and non-Western nationalities. Table 6.14 shows statistically significant 
difference at the p<.05 level for seven of the dimensions. The mean scores for all 
seven dimensions are higher for respondents who are of Western nationality. 
Surprisingly, there was no significant difference in terms of their social interaction. 
Given that past research has shown nationality to be an influence on social 
interaction, the study sample was split into Western and non-Western groups and 
further analysed according to each group’s travel companions and number of adults 
travelling together. 
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Table 6.14 Results of t-test according to Nationality (n=201) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
Western 78 4.97 1.03 
3.534 .001 
Non-Western 123 4.44 1.06 
Physical Appeal 
Western 78 5.15 1.16 
2.416 .017 
Non-Western 123 4.75 1.13 
Digital Connectivity 
Western 78 4.63 1.39 
3.873 .000 
Non-Western 123 3.81 1.49 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
Western 78 5.72 0.85 
4.513 .000 
Non-Western 123 5.14 0.93 
Guest Behaviour 
Western 78 5.41 1.09 
2.617 .010 
Non-Western 121 5.02 1.00 
Employee Behaviour 
Western 78 6.03 0.98 
5.305 .000 
Non-Western 123 5.25 1.02 
Social Interaction 
Western 78 3.88 1.31 
.355 .723 
Non-Western 123 3.82 1.03 
Direct Interaction 
Western 78 3.64 1.62 
.352 .725 
Non-Western 123 3.56 1.51 
Openness to Interact 
Western 78 4.24 1.31 
.205 .838 
Non-Western 123 4.20 1.15 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Western 78 5.78 1.21 
.2412 .017 
Non-Western 123 5.33 1.30 
 
There was a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in terms of 
respondents who travelled with more than one adult (p=.030) as well as respondents 
who travelled with children (p=.038). Table 6.15 shows that there is a higher mean 
score for Westerners (M=4.78, SD=1.02) for ‘Openness to Interact’ compared to non-
Westerners (M=4.05, SD=1.17) when there is more than one adult in the travel party. 
In other words, Westerners travelling as a group are more likely to initiate interaction 
with fellow hostel guests compared to non-Westerners. 
Table 6.15 Summary of t-test results according to Nationality 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Social Interaction 
Western 15 3.92 0.85 
1.106 .273 
Non-Western 57 3.61 0.96 
Direct Interaction 
Western 15 3.36 1.34 
.322 .934 
Non-Western 57 3.32 1.37 
Openness to Interact 
Western 15 4.78 1.02 
.286 .030 
Non-Western 57 4.05 1.17 
a. Categories of adult numbers travelling together = More than one adult 
 
As far as travel companion is concerned, Table 6.16 shows that there is a higher 
mean score for Westerners (M=3.93, SD=.38) for overall ‘Social Interaction’ 
compared to non-Westerners (M=3.09, SD=1.06) when children forms part of the 
travel party. This suggests that with children travelling along, Westerners are more 
likely to engage in social interaction compared to non-Westerners.  
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Table 6.16 Summary of t-test results according to Nationality 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Social Interaction 
 
Western 3 3.93 0.38 
2.397 .038 
Non-Western 15 3.09 1.06 
Direct Interaction 
 
Western 3 3.89 0.51 
1.730 .113 
Non-Western 15 3.04 1.51 
Openness to Interact 
Western 3 4.00 1.56 
1.077 .298 
Non-Western 15 3.17 1.17 
a. Travel companion = Friends and/or family with children 
6.5.3 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) results 
A one-way ANOVA between subjects was conducted to explore the impact of age on 
the respondents’ perception of the hostel experience. As shown in Table 6.17, there 
was a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in ‘Digital Connectivity’ 
scores for two age groups (p=.036). Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 
indicated that the mean score for the 17-30 age group (M=4.32, SD=1.50) was 
significantly different than the 31-40 age group (M=3.73, SD=1.36). However, the 
above 41 age group (M=4.08, SD=1.81) did not significantly differ from the two other 
groups. In other words, respondents in the 17-30 age group provided a more positive 
review of the hostel’s ‘Digital Connectivity’ than the 31-40 age group.  
Table 6.17 Results of ANOVA according to Age Group (n=203) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
17-30 125 4.74 1.05 
1.296 .276 31-40 63 4.50 0.98 
Above 41 15 4.45 1.57 
Physical Appeal 
17-30 125 4.94 1.10 
.466 .628 31-40 63 4.88 1.14 
Above 41 15 4.64 1.63 
Digital Connectivity 
17-30 125 4.32 1.50 
3.367 .036 31-40 63 3.73 1.36 
Above 41 15 4.08 1.81 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
17-30 125 5.43 0.94 
2.183 .115 31-40 63 5.34 0.86 
Above 41 15 4.90 1.22 
Guest Behaviour 
17-30 124 5.22 1.02 
1.467 .233 31-40 63 5.19 1.00 
Above 41 14 4.71 1.35 
Employee Behaviour 
17-30 125 5.62 1.07 
1.238 .292 31-40 63 5.51 0.89 
Above 41 15 5.18 1.59 
Social Interaction 
17-30 125 3.89 1.11 
1.366 .258 31-40 63 3.83 1.16 
Above 41 15 3.38 1.24 
Direct Interaction 
17-30 125 3.65 1.50 
1.142 .321 31-40 63 3.59 1.61 
Above 41 15 3.02 1.57 
Openness to Interact 
17-30 125 4.26 1.13 
.483 .618 31-40 63 4.19 1.25 
Above 41 15 3.94 1.63 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
17-30 125 5.57 1.16 
1.105 .333 31-40 63 5.43 1.38 
Above 41 15 5.07 1.85 
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In terms of length of Malaysia trip, analysis of variance showed a statistically 
significant difference at the p<.05 level in six of the dimensions. Respondents who 
stayed in Malaysia for over a week, but less than one month had the highest mean 
scores for all six dimensions. The results are presented in Table 6.18. Post-hoc 
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that there was a significant 
difference across all three groups in terms of ‘Physical Dimensions of the 
Servicescape’, ‘Physical Appeal’ and ‘Employee Behaviour’. However, there was a 
significant difference for only two groups; the ‘1 week or less group’ and ‘1 week to 1 
month group’ for ‘Human Dimensions of the Servicescape’, ‘Guest Behaviour’ and 
‘Service Experience Evaluation. In general, groups who stayed between a week and 
a month had a more positive perception of the hostel servicescape and the service 
experience. The length of trip did not significantly influence their social interaction 
with other guests. 
Table 6.18 Results of ANOVA according to Length of Malaysia Trip (n=162) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
1 week or less 81 4.47 1.08 
6.904 .001 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 5.04 1.00 
More than 1 month 19 4.21 1.15 
Physical Appeal 
1 week or less 81 4.22 1.51 
8.615 .000 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 4.45 1.42 
More than 1 month 19 3.67 1.46 
Digital Connectivity 
1 week or less 81 4.60 1.13 
2.031 .135 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 5.33 1.08 
More than 1 month 19 4.49 1.24 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
1 week or less 81 5.09 0.99 
9.332 .000 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 5.75 0.83 
More than 1 month 19 5.26 0.79 
Guest Behaviour 
1 week or less 80 4.96 1.01 
3.212 .043 Over 1 week to 1 month 61 5.41 1.12 
More than 1 month 19 5.17 0.97 
Employee Behaviour 
1 week or less 81 5.25 1.14 
10.635 .000 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 6.06 0.90 
More than 1 month 19 5.36 1.13 
Social Interaction 
1 week or less 81 3.66 1.11 
1.310 .273 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 3.92 1.32 
More than 1 month 19 4.05 0.99 
Direct Interaction 
1 week or less 81 3.48 1.47 
.375 .688 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 3.67 1.67 
More than 1 month 19 3.74 1.47 
Openness to Interact 
1 week or less 81 3.92 1.12 
3.100 .048 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 4.33 1.30 
More than 1 month 19 4.51 1.21 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
1 week or less 81 5.08 1.45 
6.435 .002 Over 1 week to 1 month 62 5.86 1.05 
More than 1 month 19 5.41 1.30 
 
ANOVA results also showed that the length of hostel stay in Malaysia affected 
respondents’ perception of the hostel experience. As reported in Table 6.19, there 
was a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in six of the dimensions. 
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The highest mean scores were from respondents who stayed in a hostel for more 
than a week. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that there 
was a significant difference across all three groups in terms of ‘Human Dimensions of 
the Servicescape’, ‘Employee Behaviour’ and ‘Service Experience Evaluation’. 
However, there was a significant difference for only two groups; the ‘1 night group’ 
and ‘More than 1 week group’ for ‘Physical Dimensions of the Servicescape’, 
‘Physical Appeal’ and ‘Openness to Interact’. On the whole, groups who stayed in a 
Malaysian hostel for more than a week had a more positive perception of the hostel 
servicescape, seemed more open to guest interaction and scored the service 
experience higher.  
Table 6.19 Results of ANOVA according to Length of Hostel Stay in Malaysia (n=200) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
1 night only 25 4.17 1.42 
5.461 .005 2 to 7 nights 110 4.55 0.95 
More than 1 week 65 4.94 1.07 
Physical Appeal 
1 night only 25 4.44 1.51 
4.358 .014 2 to 7 nights 110 4.82 1.03 
More than 1 week 65 5.19 1.16 
Digital Connectivity 
1 night only 25 3.63 1.72 
2.996 .052 2 to 7 nights 110 4.03 1.49 
More than 1 week 65 4.43 1.40 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
1 night only 25 5.05 1.27 
5.648 .004 2 to 7 nights 110 5.24 0.86 
More than 1 week 65 5.65 0.85 
Guest Behaviour 
1 night only 23 4.91 1.13 
2.701 .070 2 to 7 nights 110 5.07 0.95 
More than 1 week 65 5.39 1.13 
Employee Behaviour 
1 night only 25 5.16 1.50 
6.432 .002 2 to 7 nights 110 5.42 0.92 
More than 1 week 65 5.90 1.02 
Social Interaction 
1 night only 25 3.48 1.20 
2.201 .113 2 to 7 nights 110 3.79 1.04 
More than 1 week 65 4.02 1.26 
Direct Interaction 
1 night only 25 3.35 1.65 
.986 .375 2 to 7 nights 110 3.48 1.43 
More than 1 week 65 3.77 1.66 
Openness to Interact 
1 night only 25 3.67 1.09 
3.705 .026 2 to 7 nights 110 4.24 1.18 
More than 1 week 65 4.43 1.24 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
1 night only 25 4.69 1.92 
7.897 .01 2 to 7 nights 110 5.43 1.17 
More than 1 week 65   5.85 1.04 
 
With reference to previous hostel stays outside of Malaysia, analysis of variance 
showed a statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in seven of the 
dimensions. The results are presented in Table 6.20.  Post-hoc comparisons using 
the Tukey HSD test indicated that there was a significant difference across all three 
groups in terms of ‘Physical Dimensions of the Servicescape’, ‘Human Dimensions of 
the Servicescape’, ‘Employee Behaviour’ and ‘Service Experience Evaluation’. 
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However, there was a significant difference for only two groups; the ‘None group’ and 
‘1 to 10 hostels group’ for ‘Physical Appeal’, ‘Digital Connectivity’ and ‘Guest 
Behaviour’. In general, groups who had considerable hostel experience provided 
higher evaluations of the hostel servicescape and the service experience. 
Interestingly, the number of hostel experiences a respondent had did not significantly 
influence their social interaction with other guests. 
Table 6.20 Results of ANOVA according to Number of Previous Hostel Stays Outside of 
Malaysia (n=188) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
None 54 4.42 1.04 
5.229 .006 1 to 10 hostels 81 4.49 1.10 
More than 10 hostels 53 5.01 0.99 
Physical Appeal 
None 54 4.70 1.14 
3.684 .027 1 to 10 hostels 81 4.76 1.23 
More than 10 hostels 53 5.24 1.02 
Digital Connectivity 
None 54 3.87 1.51 
3.558 .030 1 to 10 hostels 81 3.96 1.56 
More than 10 hostels 53 4.56 1.34 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
None 54 5.00 1.01 
10.721 .000 1 to 10 hostels 81 5.27 0.91 
More than 10 hostels 53 5.78 0.72 
Guest Behaviour 
None 54 4.92 1.10 
4.359 .014 1 to 10 hostels 80 5.05 1.05 
More than 10 hostels 53 5.48 0.91 
Employee Behaviour 
None 54 5.07 1.10 
14.213 .000 1 to 10 hostels 81 5.48 1.04 
More than 10 hostels 53 6.09 0.80 
Social Interaction 
None 54 3.74 0.99 
.620 .539 1 to 10 hostels 81 3.78 1.15 
More than 10 hostels 53 3.97 1.24 
Direct Interaction 
None 54 3.42 1.48 
1.847 .161 1 to 10 hostels 81 3.44 1.55 
More than 10 hostels 53 3.90 1.53 
Openness to Interact 
None 54 4.27 1.12 
.763 .468 1 to 10 hostels 81 4.29 1.25 
More than 10 hostels 53 4.05 1.17 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
None 54 5.25 1.32 
5.259 .006 1 to 10 hostels 81 5.31 1.35 
More than 10 hostels 53 5.93 0.93 
 
In terms of travel companion, analysis of variance showed a statistically significant 
difference at the p<.05 level in three of the dimensions. The results are presented in 
Table 6.21.  Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that there was 
a significant difference across all four groups in terms of overall ‘Social Interaction’ as 
well as its ‘Direct Interaction’ and ‘Openness to Interact’ sub-dimensions. 
Respondents who travelled alone scored the highest for all three dimensions, 
suggesting that social interaction is more likely to take place when people travel 
alone.  
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Table 6.21 Results of ANOVA according to Travel Companion (n=203) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions  
of the Servicescape 
 
No one else 54 4.75 1.01 
1.302 .275 
Spouse/partner only 41 4.86 1.14 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 4.52 1.11 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 4.45 0.84 
Physical Appeal 
 
No one else 54 4.99 1.15 
1.433 .234 
Spouse/partner only 41 5.16 1.11 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 4.74 1.20 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 4.85 0.91 
Digital Connectivity 
 
No one else 54 4.25 1.40 
.859 .463 
Spouse/partner only 41 4.25 1.66 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 4.08 1.53 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 3.64 1.30 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
No one else 54 5.59 0.92 
2.487 .062 
Spouse/partner only 41 5.49 0.92 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 5.21 0.97 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 5.14 0.77 
Guest Behaviour 
No one else 54 5.45 1.07 
1.812 .146 
Spouse/partner only 40 5.09 0.96 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
89 5.07 1.05 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 5.00 1.02 
Employee Behaviour 
 
No one else 54 5.73 1.05 
2.673 .049 
Spouse/partner only 41 5.83 1.03 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 5.38 1.12 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 5.28 0.71 
Social Interaction 
 
No one else 54 4.33 1.16 
6.154 .001 
Spouse/partner only 41 3.60 1.23 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 3.77 1.00 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 3.23 1.02 
Direct Interaction 
 
No one else 54 4.30 1.63 
5.823 .001 
Spouse/partner only 41 3.19 1.60 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 3.42 1.36 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 3.19 1.42 
Openness to Interact 
 
No one else 54 4.38 1.17 
4.011 .008 
Spouse/partner only 41 4.26 1.13 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 4.28 1.20 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 3.31 1.23 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
 
No one else 54 5.81 1.17 
2.583 .055 
Spouse/partner only 41 5.64 1.23 
Friends and/or family without 
children 
90 5.32 1.39 
Friends and/or family with 
children 
18 5.05 1.05 
 Chapter 6: Analysis of Quantitative Results 
120 
 
 
Referring to the number of adults travelling together, analysis of variance showed a 
statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in two of the dimensions. As 
shown in Table 6.22, there was a statistically significant difference for ‘Social 
Interaction’ and ‘Direct Interaction’. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 
indicated that there was a significant difference across all three groups for the two 
dimensions. The mean score is the highest for respondents who travelled alone. 
Again, as mentioned before, respondents without a travel companion are likely to 
engage in more social interaction compared to those travelling with another person. 
Table 6.22 Results of ANOVA according to Number of Adults Travelling Together 
(n=201) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
 
None 60 4.74 1.00 
.406 .667 Only One 69 4.63 1.08 
More than one adult 72 4.57 1.13 
 
Physical Appeal 
 
None 60 4.99 1.12 
.433 .649 Only One 69 4.93 1.18 
More than one adult 72 4.81 1.15 
 
Digital Connectivity 
 
None 60 4.23 1.42 
.256 .775 Only One 69 4.04 1.48 
More than one adult 72 4.09 1.60 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
None 60 5.57 0.92 
2.597 .077 Only One 69 5.35 0.90 
More than one adult 72 5.19 0.98 
 
Guest Behaviour 
None 60 5.42 1.05 
2.498 .085 Only One 69 5.05 0.99 
More than one adult 70 5.07 1.07 
 
Employee Behaviour 
 
None 60 5.73 1.05 
2.746 .067 Only One 69 5.63 1.05 
More than one adult 72 5.32 1.08 
Social Interaction 
 
None 60 4.27 1.18 
6.524 .002 Only One 69 3.62 1.20 
More than one adult 72 3.68 0.94 
 
Direct Interaction 
 
None 60 4.15 1.60 
6.408 .002 Only One 69 3.32 1.55 
More than one adult 72 3.33 1.36 
 
Openness to Interact 
 
None 60 4.43 1.16 
1.387 .252 Only One 69 4.08 1.26 
More than one adult 72 4.20 1.17 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
None 60 5.80 1.16 
2.863 .071 Only One 69 5.43 1.22 
More than one adult 72 5.29 1.41 
 
In terms of number of children travelling together, analysis of variance showed a 
statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in only ‘Openness to Interact’ 
(p=.042). The results are presented in Table 6.23. Post-hoc comparisons using the 
Tukey HSD test indicated that there was a significant difference between two groups, 
the ‘None group’ and ‘More than one child group’. The mean score is the highest for 
respondents who did not travel with a child. In other words, respondents without a 
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child in the travel party were more open to interact with other hostel guests compared 
to those who had children travelling together. 
Table 6.23 Results of ANOVA according to Number of Children Travelling Together 
(n=201) 
Construct/Dimensions Groups N Mean Std. Deviation T Sig. 
Physical Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
 
None 176 4.65 1.09 
.218 .804 Only One 8 4.40 1.21 
More than one child 17 4.65 0.90 
 
Physical Appeal 
 
None 176 4.89 1.17 
.724 .486 Only One 8 4.59 1.11 
More than one child 17 5.16 0.93 
 
Digital Connectivity 
 
None 176 4.17 1.51 
1.059 .349 Only One 8 4.00 1.56 
More than one child 17 3.62 1.36 
Human Dimensions 
of the Servicescape 
None 176 5.40 0.94 
1.691 .187 Only One 8 4.84 0.98 
More than one child 17 5.18 0.84 
 
Guest Behaviour 
None 174 5.22 1.01 
2.170 .117 Only One 8 4.50 0.91 
More than one child 17 4.97 1.38 
 
Employee Behaviour 
 
None 176 5.58 1.08 
.743 .477 Only One 8 5.19 1.25 
More than one child 17 5.38 0.79 
Social Interaction 
 
None 176 3.87 1.14 
2.001 .138 Only One 8 4.08 0.89 
More than one child 17 3.32 1.13 
 
Direct Interaction 
 
None 176 3.59 1.54 
1.085 .340 Only One 8 4.13 1.42 
More than one child 17 3.18 1.60 
 
Openness to Interact 
 
None 176 4.30 1.16 
3.220 .042 Only One 8 4.06 1.12 
More than one child 17 3.54 1.48 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
None 176 5.53 1.31 
1.098 .336 Only One 8 4.87 1.05 
More than one child 17 5.38 1.06 
 
Analysis of variance was also carried out for education level, employment status, 
purpose of Malaysia trip and total number of hostel stays within Malaysia. For these 
categorisations, there is no statistically significant difference at the p<.05 level in 
scores for the study’s proposed dimensions.  
6.5.4 Correlation analysis among variables 
Correlation analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between the 
variables in this study. Table 6.24 shows the correlation matrix for all the variables. 
The strength of the correlations is based on the value of Pearson’s correlation 
coefficient (r), which measures the strength of a linear relationship between paired 
data. A value of 0 indicates no relationship at all, and a value of 1 indicates perfect 
positive correlation (Pallant, 2013).  To describe the strength of the correlation, 
Cohen (1988) suggests the following guideline: 
 Strong correlation (r=.5 to 1.0) 
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 Medium correlation (r=.30 to .49) 
 Small correlation (r=.10 to .29) 
 Weak correlation (r=below .10) 
 A correlation is NOT statistically significant if p >.05 
Table 6.24 Correlation Matrix – All Variables (n=203) 
Variables PD PA DC HD GB EB SI DI OI SEE 
Overall Physical Dimensions (PD) 1          
Physical Appeal (PA) .905** 1         
Digital Connectivity (DC) .756** .406** 1        
Overall Human Dimensions (HD) .664** .674** .392** 1       
Guest Behaviour (GB) .526** .527** .317** .874** 1      
Employee Behaviour (EB) .632** .649** .360** .887** .545** 1     
Overall Social Interaction (SI) .174* .163* .123 .226** .324** .068 1    
Direct Interaction (DI) .223** .210** .156* .265** .379** .088 .911** 1   
Openness to Interact (OI) -.007 -.008 -.006 .030 .030 .001 .593** .213** 1  
Service Experience Evaluation 
(SEE) 
.650** .672** .361** .660** .507** .643** .219** .212** .124 1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Correlations analysis was initially carried out for the overall main variables, which are 
Overall Physical Dimension, Overall Human Dimension, Social Interaction and 
Service Experience Evaluation. This is then followed by a correlations analysis at the 
dimensional level. There are two strong, positive, statistically significant relationships 
between the overall physical dimensions and overall human dimensions (r=.664) and 
service experience evaluation (r=.650). This suggests that the physical feature of the 
hostel is positively correlated with its human features as well as the guests’ 
evaluation of hostel service experience. There is a small, positive, statistically 
significant relationship between physical dimensions and social interaction (r=.174) 
meaning that hostel’s physical dimensions are positively correlated with guests’ social 
interaction. 
 
A small, positive, statistically significant relationship exists between overall human 
dimensions and social interaction (r=.226), suggesting that there is a positive 
correlation between the two variables. There is also a strong, positive, statistically 
significant relationship between overall human dimensions and service experience 
evaluation (r=.660), suggesting a positive correlation between these two variables as 
well. 
 
A small, positive, significant relationship exists between overall social interaction and 
service experience evaluation (r=.219), suggesting that high levels of social 
interaction are positively correlated to service experience evaluation. Referring to 
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service experience evaluation, the strongest correlation is with overall human 
dimensions (r=.660), followed by overall physical dimensions (r=.650) and overall 
social interaction (.219).  
 
At the dimensional level, there is a strong, positive, significant relationship between 
physical appeal and human dimensions (r=.674), guest behaviour (r=.527), employee 
behaviour (r=.649) and service experience evaluation (.672). This means that high 
levels of physical appeal is positively correlated with human dimensions, guest 
behaviour, employee behaviour and service experience evaluation. A small, positive 
correlation exists between physical appeal and social interaction (r=.163) and direct 
interaction (r=.210). However, no significant relationship was found between physical 
appeal and openness to interact (r=-.008). 
 
In terms of digital connectivity, there are medium, positive correlations with human 
dimensions (r=.392), guest behaviour (r=.317), employee behaviour (.360) and 
service experience evaluation (r=.361). No significant relationship was found between 
digital connectivity and social interaction (r=.123) and openness to interact (r=-.006). 
Interestingly, there is a small, positive correlation with direct interaction (r=.156). 
 
A number of strong, positive correlations exist between guest behaviour and 
employee behaviour (r=.545) and service experience evaluation (r=.507). There is 
also a medium, positive correlation between guest behaviour and social interaction 
(r=.324) and direct interaction (r=.379). No significant relationship was found between 
guest behaviour and openness to interact (r=.030). 
 
With reference to employee behaviour correlations, there was only one strong, 
positive, statistically significant relationship with service experience evaluation 
(r=.643), meaning that the way hostel employees behaved correlated positively with 
service experience evaluation. On the other hand, no significant relationship was 
found between employee behaviour and social interaction (r=.068), social interaction 
(r= .088) and openness to interact (r=.001). 
 
As for the correlations between social interaction sub-dimensions and service 
experience evaluation, there was a small, positive, significant relationship between 
direct interaction and service experience evaluation (r=.212). However, no significant 
relationship was found between openness to interact and service experience 
evaluation (r=.124). 
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In summary, correlation results are as expected with physical dimensions of the 
servicescapes having strong correlations with all the dimensions of the scale, except 
for social interaction where the correlation is significant but small. It is interesting to 
note that digital connectivity has a small, statistically significant correlation with direct 
interaction as it was expected that hostel guests who are on Wi-Fi would not be 
physically interacting with other guests. Service experience evaluation is more 
strongly correlated with the human dimensions of the servicescapes compared to the 
physical dimensions. Openness to interact is not statistically significantly correlated to 
other dimensions of the scale.   
6.6 Regression analysis 
Regression analysis is a statistical technique that is used to predict a dependant 
variable from one independent variable (simple regression) or several independent 
variables (multiple regression) (Field, 2011). Regression analysis requires the 
researcher to divide the variables into dependent and independent variables (Hair et 
al., 2010). Therefore for this study, linear regression analysis was carried out to test 
the relationships between the variables listed in Table 6.25 and multiple regression 
analysis was conducted using the variables in Table 6.26.  
Table 6.25 List of variables to be tested using simple regression analysis 
        Independent Variable Dependent variable 
Overall servicescape Service experience evaluation 
Overall social interaction Service experience evaluation 
Overall servicescape Overall Social interaction 
Table 6.26 Variables to be tested using multiple regression analysis 
        Independent Variables Dependent variable 
Physical dimensions of servicescape 
Human dimension of servicescape 
Service experience evaluation 
Direct interaction 
Openness to interaction 
Service experience evaluation 
Physical dimensions of servicescape 
Human dimension of servicescape 
Overall Social interaction 
 
Before carrying out regression analysis, several assumptions about the data were 
checked. These assumptions include sample size, outliers, multicollinearity, normality 
and homoscedasticity of residuals (Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnik & Fidell, 2001; Field, 
2011; Pallant, 2013). It is important that these assumptions are met, because only 
then could the model produced for this study be accurately applied to the population 
of interest (Field, 2011). The following sections explain these assumptions in more 
detail.  
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6.6.1Sample size 
According to Pallant (2013), the issue with sample size is that small samples may 
produce results that cannot be generalised. Pallant (2013) and Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2013) suggest that for multiple regression, it is important to take into account the 
number of independent variables (IV) when calculating sample size requirements. To 
test the overall fit of the regression model, a minimum of 50 cases plus 8 cases for 
each IV (N=50+8(m), where ‘m’ equals the number of IVs is suggested. However, to 
test the individual IVs within the regression model, Green (1991) suggests a minimum 
sample size of 104 cases plus IV numbers (N=104+m). Therefore using the 
N=104+m formula, this study requires at least 106 cases because there are two IVs 
for each of the regression analysis. Since 203 questionnaires have been collected, 
this is more than sufficient for regression analysis. 
6.6.2 Outliers 
Outliers are very high or very low scores within the data set. These extreme scores 
may impact upon the regression solution and the values of the estimated regression 
coefficient (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). However, Pallant (2013) suggests that 
outliers can either be deleted or alternatively, given a score that is high but not too 
different from the remaining cluster of scores. One of the ways this assumption could 
be checked is by inspecting the scatterplot or by looking at the Mahalanobis distance 
and the Cook’s distance using SPSS.  
 
When looking at the scatterplot, Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) define outliers as 
cases that have a standardised residual of more than 3.3 or less than -3.3. However, 
Pallant (2013) suggests that in a large sample, cases with outliers do not need to be 
deleted if there is only a small number of them. As for the Mahalanobis distances, the 
critical chi-square value needs to be determined using the number of IVs as the 
degrees of freedom. Table 6.27 summarises some of the key values to be referred to 
based on Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2013) guidelines.  
Table 6.27 Critical values for evaluating Mahalanobis distance values 
Number of Independent Variables (IV) Critical Value 
2 13.82 
3 16.27 
4 18.47 
5 20.52 
6 22.46 
7 24.32 
Source: Extracted and adapted from Tabachnick and Fidell (2013, p.952) 
 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) suggest using an alpha level of .001 when looking up 
the critical values of chi-square. Since this study has two IVs in the regression 
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analysis, outliers are present if the critical value exceeds 13.82. In other words, if the 
Residual Statistics table for this study shows a Mahalanobis value exceeding 13.82, 
this would indicate an outlier for regression analysis. To detect outliers using Cook’s 
Distance, Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) state that cases with Cook’s Distance values 
larger than 1 are a potential problem. These cases may need to be removed from the 
data set before regression analysis is carried out. Appendix 13 shows that 
assumptions for outliers have been checked for this study, based on the scatterplots 
as well the value of Mahalanobis Distance and Cook’s Distance for the independent 
variables. The results indicate that there is no violation of the regression 
assumptions, therefore no cases were deleted. 
6.6.3 Multicollinearity 
Multicollinearity exists when independent variables highly correlate with each other 
(r=.9 and above) (Pallant, 2013). With high levels of multicollinearity, it is difficult for 
the regression equation to separate out the independent contributions of the 
independent variables (Hair et al., 2010). Besides checking the correlation matrix for 
high values of Pearson’s correlation coefficient, SPSS could also produce collinearity 
diagnostics as part of the multiple regression procedure. By looking at the values of 
Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) produced by the regression analysis, 
mulicollinearity could be checked. Tolerance indicates how much of the variability of 
the specified IV is not explained by the other IVs in the model. The other value, VIF is 
the inverse of the Tolerance value (1 divided by Tolerance).  The cut-off points for 
determining the presence of multicollinearity is less than .10 for Tolerance and above 
10 for VIF (Pallant, 2013). For this study, the correlation matrix revealed that none of 
the correlations between independent variables exceeded .90. As for collinearity 
diagnostics, the results in Appendix 14 show that the tolerance value is greater than 
.10 and the VIF value is below 10. Therefore, there is no violation of multicollinearity.  
6.6.4 Normality and homoscedasticity residuals 
Normality and homoscedasticity of residuals refer to the distribution of the scores and 
the nature of the underlying relationship between the variables (Pallant, 2013). These 
assumptions can be checked from the residuals scatterplot generated at the end of 
the regression analysis results. Normality could be checked by looking at the Normal 
P-P Plot, which should show the points lying in a reasonable straight diagonal line, 
from bottom left to top right. In the scatterplot, there should be a roughly rectangularly 
distributed residuals, with most of the scores concentrated in the centre along the 0 
point (Pallant, 2013). Appendix 15 shows that assumptions for normality and 
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homoscedasticity of residuals have been checked for this study and the results are 
within tolerance levels. 
6.6.5 Hypotheses testing 
As discussed in Chapter Seven, the study hypotheses were developed based on the 
conceptual framework. In this study, the relationships between hostel servicescapes, 
social interaction and service experience evaluation were examined using regression 
analysis.  
6.6.5.1 The influence of servicescapes on service experience evaluation 
The physical and human dimensions of the hostel servicescape were proposed to 
have a positive influence on the guests’ evaluation of their service experience. The 
following hypotheses were generated to test this relationship: 
H1. Customer’s positive perception of the overall servicescape will have a positive 
influence on service experience evaluation. 
H1a. Customer’s positive perception of the physical dimensions of the servicescape 
will have a positive influence on service experience evaluation. 
H1b. Customer’s positive perception of the human dimensions of the servicescape will 
have a positive influence on service experience evaluation 
 
A linear regression established that overall servicescapes could statistically 
significantly predict service experience evaluation. Overall servicescapes accounted 
for 51.5% of the explained variability in service experience evaluation (R²   = .515, p = 
0.000, β = .718, p = .000). Table 6.28 presents a summary of the linear regression 
results.  
Table 6.28 Regression Model Statistics for Dependent Variable: Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Independent Variable 
Dependent Variable: Service Experience Evaluation 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Overall servicescapes .718 14.61 .000 .515 213.57 
 
Multiple regression was run to predict service experience evaluation from physical 
and human dimensions of the servicescape. As shown in Table 6.29, physical and 
human dimensions of the servicescape explains 51.6% of the variance in service 
experience evaluation. This is statistically significant (R² = .516, p = .000). Human 
dimensions make the largest unique contribution (β = .409, p = .000) in explaining the 
variance in service experience evaluation.  Physical dimensions also make a unique 
contribution towards the variance in service experience evaluation (β=.379, p = .000). 
Hence, hypotheses H1, H1a and H1b are accepted. 
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Table 6.29 Regression Model Statistics for Dependent Variable: Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Independent 
Variables 
Dependent Variable: Service Experience Evaluation 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Physical dimensions .379   5.76 .000 
.516 106.74 
Human dimensions .409 6.22 .000 
6.6.5.2 The influence of servicescapes on social interaction 
This study proposed that physical and human dimensions of the servicescape would 
influence how guests interact with one another. The following hypotheses were 
generated to test this relationship: 
H2. Customer’s positive perception of the overall servicescape will have a positive 
influence on social interaction. 
H2a. Customer’s positive perception of the physical dimensions of the servicescape 
will have a positive influence on social interaction. 
H2b. Customer’s positive perception of the human dimensions of the servicescape will 
have a positive influence on social interaction. 
 
A linear regression established that overall servicescapes could statistically 
significantly predict overall social interaction. Overall servicesapes accounted for 
4.7% of the explained variability in overall social interaction (R²= .047, p=0.002, 
β=.217, p= .002). Table 6.32 presents a summary of the linear regression results. 
Table 6.30 Regression Model Statistics for Dependent Variable: Social Interaction 
Independent Variable 
Dependent Variable: Social Interaction 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Servicescape .217 3.156 .002 .047 9.963 
  
Multiple regression was run to predict overall social interaction from physical and 
human dimensions of the servicescape. Results in Table 6.33 shows that physical 
and human dimensions of the servicescape explain 5.2% of the variance in overall 
social interaction. This is statistically significant (R²   = .052, p = .005). Human 
dimensions make the largest unique contribution (β = .197, p = .033) in explaining the 
variance in overall social interaction. However, physical dimensions do not make a 
statistically significant unique contribution towards the variance in overall social 
interaction (β=.043, p = .640). Thus, hypotheses H2, H2b are accepted but H2a is 
rejected. 
Table 6.31 Regression Model Statistics for Dependent Variable: Social Interaction 
Independent 
Variables 
Dependent Variable: Social Interaction 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Physical Dimensions .043  .468 .640 
.052 5.495 
Human Dimensions .197 2.143 .033 
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8.6.5.3 The influence of social interaction on service experience evaluation 
This study also proposed that positive social interaction among hostel guests would 
positively influence their evaluation of the service experience. The following 
hypotheses were generated to test this relationship: 
H3. Customer’s overall positive social interaction will have a positive influence on 
service experience evaluation. 
H3a. Customer’s positive direct interaction will have a positive influence on service 
experience evaluation. 
H3b. Customer’s positive perception of other customer’s openness to interact will have 
a positive influence on service experience evaluation. 
 
A linear regression established that overall social interaction could statistically 
significantly predict service experience evaluation. Overall social interaction 
accounted for 4.8% of the explained variability in service experience evaluation (R²   
= .048, p = 0.002, β = .219, p = .002). Table 6.30 presents a summary of the linear 
regression results. 
Table 6.32 Regression Model Statistics for Dependent Variable: Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Independent Variable 
Dependent Variable: Service Experience Evaluation 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Overall Social 
Interaction 
.219 3.185 .000 .048 10.147 
 
Multiple regression was run to predict service experience evaluation from direct 
interactions and openness to interact variables. Results presented in Table 6.31 
show that direct interactions and openness to interact explains 5.2% of the variance 
in service experience evaluation. This is statistically significant (R² = .052, p = .005). 
Direct interactions make the largest unique contribution (β = .195, p = .006) in 
explaining the variance in service experience evaluation. However, openness to 
interact does not make a statistically significant unique contribution towards the 
variance in service experience evaluation (β=.083, p = .240). Therefore, hypotheses 
H3 and H3a are accepted but H3b is rejected. 
Table 6.33 Regression Model Statistics for Dependent Variable: Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Independent 
Variables 
Dependent Variable: Service Experience Evaluation 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Direct Interaction .195   2.76 .006 
.052 5.444 
Openness to Interact .083 1.179 .240 
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6.6.5.4 Mediating role of social interaction 
This study proposed that the social interaction among hostel guests mediates the 
relationship between servicescapes and service experience evaluation. The following 
hypothesis was generated to examine the mediating role of social interaction 
between servicescapes and service experience evaluation: 
H4. Customer’s social interaction mediates the effect of the servicescape on 
service experience evaluation. 
 
To test whether social interaction is a mediating variable between overall 
servicescapes and service experience evaluation, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three 
conditions have to be met. Firstly, there has to be a significant relationship between 
the independent variable (IV) and the dependent variable (DV). Secondly, there must 
be a significant relationship between the independent variable (IV) and the mediator 
variable (MV). Thirdly, there has to be a significant relationship between the mediator 
variable (MV) and the dependent variable (DV). Adopting these conditions into this 
study, a series of regression analysis showed that: 
1) overall servicescapes (IV) statistically significantly predicted service 
experience evaluation (DV). 
2) overall servicescapes (IV) statistically significantly predicted overall social 
interaction (MV),  
3) overall social interaction (MV) statistically significantly predicted service 
experience evaluation (DV),  
When multiple regression was run, social interaction (mediator) was included in the 
model to examine whether it reduces the effects of the overall servicescapes on 
service experience evaluation. Full mediation occurs when the effect of the overall 
servicescapes decreases to zero with the inclusion of social interaction as the 
mediator. On the other hand, partial mediation occurs when the effect of overall 
servicescapes on service experience evaluation decreases, but not to zero. The 
results in Table 6.34 show that overall social interaction partially mediates the 
relationship between overall servicescapes and service experience evaluation. This is 
because when overall social interaction is included in the model, the significant 
relationship between overall servicescapes and service experience evaluation is 
reduced from β=.718, p=.002, to β=.703, p=.000. Therefore, hypothesis H4 is 
accepted. 
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This shows that the introduction of social interaction in the model reduced slightly the 
strength of the relationship between servicescapes and service experience 
evaluation. Furthermore, overall social interaction and overall servicescapes 
accounted for 51.9% of the explained variability in service experience evaluation (R² 
= .519, p = 0.000). Before the mediator was introduced, overall servicescapes 
accounted for 51.5% of the explained variability in service experience evaluation. 
This 0.4% increase is statistically significant and positive, implying that social 
interaction accounts for some of the relationship between servicescape and service 
experience evaluation. This means that when guests have a positive perception of 
the hostel servicescape, the occurrence of social interaction could potentially add 
value to the service experience, and vice versa.   
Table 6.34 Regression Model Statistics: Mediating Test 
Independent Variables 
Dependent Variable: Service Experience Evaluation 
β t p-value R² F Ratio 
Overall Servicescapes .703 14.004 .000 
.519 108.052 
Overall Social Interaction .066 1.322 .188 
Following from all the regression analysis results, the verified conceptual framework 
is presented in Figure 6.9 and a summary of the hypotheses results is presented in 
Table 6.35. 
Figure 6.9 Verified Conceptual Framework 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Social Interaction 
Service Experience 
Evaluation 
Overall Servicescapes 
β = .217  
R
2
 = .047  
  
β = .219  
R
2
 = .048  
  
β = .718  
R
2
 = .515 
  
β = .703 
R
2
 = .519 
  
Mediating 
Effect 
Moderating Variables  
Demographic Factors  
Trip-related Factors 
 Chapter 6: Analysis of Quantitative Results 
132 
 
 
Table 6.35 Summary of Hypotheses Testing 
6.7 Conclusion  
This chapter presented the results of the main study. In terms of the respondents’ 
profile and travel characteristics, the sample was found to be representative of the 
population being investigated for the study. The Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
and reliability tests provided verification that the scales being used are valid and 
reliable. Results of the EFA also revealed the different dimensions that existed within 
Hypotheses β values p values Results 
H1. Customer’s positive perception of the overall 
servicescape will have a positive effect on  service 
experience evaluation 
.718 .000 Accepted 
H1a. Customer’s positive perception of the physical 
dimensions of the servicescape will have a positive 
effect on service experience evaluation. 
.379 .000 Accepted 
H1b. Customer’s positive perception of the human 
dimensions of the servicescape will have a positive 
effect on  service experience evaluation 
.409 .000 Accepted 
H2. Customer’s positive perception of the overall 
servicescape will have a positive effect on social 
interaction. 
.217 .002 Accepted 
H2a. Customer’s positive perception of the physical 
dimensions of the servicescape will have a positive 
effect on social interaction. 
.043 .640 Rejected 
H2b. Customer’s positive perception of the human 
dimensions of the servicescape will have a positive 
effect on social interaction. 
.197 .033 Accepted 
H3. Customer’s overall positive social interaction will 
have a positive effect on service experience 
evaluation. 
.219 .002 Accepted 
H3a. Customer’s positive direct interaction will have 
a positive effect on service experience evaluation. 
.195 .006 Accepted 
H3b. Customer’s positive perception of other 
customer’s openness to interact will have a positive 
effect on service experience evaluation. 
.083 .240 Rejected 
H4. Customer’s social interaction partially mediates 
the effect of the servicescape on service experience 
evaluation. 
.703 .000 Accepted 
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the three main constructs. For instance, ‘Physical Appeal’ and ‘Digital Connectivity’ 
formed the physical dimension construct whereas ‘Guest Behaviour’ and ‘Employee 
Behaviour’ formed the human dimension construct. As for the social interaction 
construct, this was divided into ‘Direct Interaction’ and ‘Openness to Interact’. Service 
experience evaluation was the only construct which was one-dimensional. Descriptive 
statistics showed high mean scores for service experience evaluation indicating 
respondents had an overall positive hostel experience. It was interesting to note that 
human dimensions scored higher compared to physical dimensions of the 
servicescape. Tests of significance results highlighted that several factors influenced 
how respondents perceived their hostel experience. These factors include length of 
Malaysia trip, length of hostel stay, number of hostel experiences and travel 
companions. In terms of correlations analysis, results indicated initial relationships 
that existed among variables of the study which were tested further using regression 
analysis.  
 
Finally, several hypotheses were tested using regression analysis and a revised 
conceptual framework was presented. From the ten hypotheses that were tested, two 
of them were rejected. These two hypotheses are ‘Customer’s positive perception of 
the physical dimensions of the servicescape will have a positive effect on social 
interaction (H2a)’ and ‘Customer’s positive perception of other customer’s openness 
to interact will have a positive effect on service experience evaluation (H3b)’. The 
rejected hypothesis H2a implies that social interaction is not facilitated merely by 
providing shared spaces that are clean and comfortable. This is surprising as prior 
studies have noted that the physical environment may be manipulated to 
increase/decrease social interaction (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Argyle, Furnham & 
Graham, 1981; Holahan, 1982; Baker, 1986; Bitner, 1992; Jones, 1995; Harris et al., 
2000; Levy, Getz & Hudson, 2011; Bowie & Buttle, 2011). As for hypothesis H3b, this 
implies that other guests’ willingness to interact does not influence their service 
experience evaluation. This finding is consistent with Huang and Hsu’s (2009b) 
results  that showed superficial interactions, including (un)friendly fellow customers, 
have a negligible impact on service experience evaluation. The next chapter will 
discuss the rest of the findings in relation to past studies. 
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Discussion of findings 
7.1 Introduction 
Following on from Chapter Six, this chapter examines the findings from both the 
preliminary and main studies in the light of theories and previous studies related to 
servicescapes, social interaction and service experience evaluation. The first section 
provides a discussion of the findings and contextualises them by explaining how they 
relate to the previous literature. The second section then highlights and summarises 
the key findings of the research. 
7.2 Discussion of findings 
The aim of this thesis is to examine the extent to which servicescapes and social 
interaction enhance hostel guests’ service experience. A preliminary study was 
conducted at the beginning of the research with the intention of obtaining initial 
insights into the conceptual underpinnings of the study. The results of the preliminary 
study are indeed interesting as there is an indication that, apart from the hostel 
servicescapes, social interaction among guests also contributes towards their service 
experience. The results of the main study also suggest that both servicescapes and 
social interaction influence hostel guests’ service experience evaluation. Therefore, 
the following sections discuss the implications of these results based on the findings 
and existing literature.  
7.2.1 The influence of hostel servicescapes on guests’ service experience 
This study produced results that corroborate the findings of previous work in 
conceptualising the servicescape construct. Although Bitner’s (1992) widely cited 
servicescape typology focused solely on the physical aspects, the mainstream 
marketing literature has long suggested that the servicescape construct is best re-
conceptualised to include both physical and human dimensions (Baker, 1986; Turley 
& Milliman, 2000; Brady & Cronin, 2001; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Harris & 
Ezeh, 2008; Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011; Walls, 2013). Accordingly, this study 
confirms that besides the physical servicescape, the influence of other individuals 
within the service setting is critical in forming the service experience. Interview data 
and regression results indicate that guests evaluate their service experience based 
on their perception of both the physical and human dimensions. One implication of 
this is that service providers should carefully attend to the human dimensions of the 
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servicescape, while simultaneously managing the physical aspects as well. This is 
especially important in the context of hostels, in which the human aspects of the 
servicescape are integral to the service experience. 
 
Another significant finding from the regression results is that the human dimension of 
the servicescape is more important than the physical environment in shaping guests’ 
hostel experience. The inclusion of physical and human dimensions variables leads 
to nearly 52 percent of the variations in service experience evaluation, with the 
human dimensions making the largest unique contribution (β=.409, p=.000) 
compared to the physical dimensions (β=.379, p=.000). This finding is expected and 
suggests that due to the social nature of hostel accommodation, guests are more 
appreciative of the intangible, human aspects of the service experience. This is in 
contrast with the hostel’s physical provision of services and facilities, which are 
typically basic and functional in nature, and which may in consequence not be highly-
valued. This finding supports earlier research by Murphy (2001), Obenour et al. 
(2006) and Musa and Thirumoorthi (2011) whose findings indicate that the social 
aspects of hostelling enhance backpackers’ enjoyment of their travel experience. 
Furthermore, the findings from the current study also support the notion that for some 
service firms, the presence of other guests within the service environment is of 
substantial relevance to the customer’s experience (Jones, 1995; Martin, 1995; 
Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Huang & Hsu, 2009b). This finding provides further 
evidence that human dimensions of the servicescape, especially in the hostel setting, 
play a crucial role in enhancing guests’ service experience. An implication of this is 
the possibility of further enhancing the hostelling experience by providing a more 
sociable and friendly ambiance, as discussed later on in Section 7.2.2. 
 
Human Dimensions of the Hostel Servicescape 
In this study, other guests’ behaviours represent one element of the servicescape’s 
human dimensions. The second element concerns the behaviour of hostel 
employees. These two components of the human dimension are reported in the EFA 
results. These findings are expected and denote that the inclusion of employees and 
other guests in the servicescape is particularly important given that hostel services 
are provided in the presence of both parties. Several similarities exist between the 
human dimensions of the hostel servicescape and those described in other service 
contexts such as amusement parks (Grove & Fisk, 1997), hair salons (Moore et al., 
2005), restaurants (Rosenbaum & Montoya, 2007; Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Wu & Liang, 
2009; Miao, 2014), cruise ships (Kwortnik, 2008), retail stores (Soderlund, 2011), 
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sports stadiums (Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012) and hotels (Walls, 2013). For example, 
in terms of ‘Guest Behaviour’, Tombs and McColl-Kennedy (2010) found that within 
the café setting, customers not only purchase coffee, but also the whole environment 
including the atmosphere created by other customers. Similarly, in Soderlund’s 
(2011) retail store study and Grove and Fisk’s (1997) amusement park study, positive 
behaviours led to enhancement of the service experience and vice versa. The current 
study also supports Uhrich and Benkenstein’s (2012, p.1752) proposition that “other 
customers may have a similarly strong influence on the atmosphere when their 
presence is an indivisible characteristic of the commercial domain”. In this case, the 
current study forwards empirical evidence that other customers are indeed an 
indivisible characteristic of the hostel domain. In general, this finding suggests that 
guests who are comfortable with the presence and behaviour of other guests sharing 
the same hostel space are likely to have a more positive service experience. 
Therefore, it is essential that there is a degree of compatibility among the guests. The 
discussion on managing customer compatibility is presented in Section 7.2.3. 
 
Although the current findings suggest that most hostel guests behaved appropriately, 
it is possible that instances of guest misbehaviours would understandably spoil the 
hostelling experience. Recent studies focusing on dysfunctional customer behaviours 
have also contributed insights into how guest behaviours affect service experiences 
(Harris & Reynolds, 2003; Fisk et al., 2010; Huang et al., 2010; Daunt & Harris, 
2011). For example, negative behaviours such as drunkenness and verbal abuse 
were found to spoil the service experience of those in close proximity (Harris & 
Reynolds, 2003). Consequently, this finding implies that in order to enhance guests’ 
service experience, the focus should be on fostering positive guest behaviours as 
well as minimising any potential bad behaviours. This could be carried out by 
introducing codes of conduct to tactfully communicate the appropriate behavioural 
standards expected from the guests, as further discussed in Section 7.2.3. 
 
In the same way, this study found that employee behaviour also forms part of the 
hostel servicescape. Given that individuals working in the hostel are generally in 
sight, guests’ perception of how employees conduct themselves impacts upon their 
overall hostel experience. Interview data indicate that employees who are friendly 
make a lasting impression on guests’ service experience. Furthermore, the high 
mean score for ‘Employee Behaviour’ (M=5.56, SD=1.07) suggests that guests 
perceive the hostel employees to be very friendly, polite, presentable and to have 
treated them well. This also accords with earlier observations by Kwortnik (2008), 
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Rosenbaum and Montoya (2007) and Walls (2013). For example, Kwortnik’s (2008) 
study on the cruise experience reported that passengers’ favourite crew members 
created special experiences and cherished memories, thus confirming that 
employees are part of the servicescape elements.  
 
Other studies showed that in addition to employee behaviour, the image they portray 
also forms part of the servicescape. This is especially evident in hedonic settings, 
such as hotels (Walls, 2013), restaurants (Harris & Ezeh, 2008) and retail stores 
(Baker, Grewal & Parasuraman, 1994; Kim & Kim, 2012) where the employee’s 
physical attractiveness and competence has a direct influence on customers’ overall 
service experience. This is not the case for hostels due to the very basic, utilitarian 
nature of the service offering. Guests are unlikely to have high expectations in terms 
of employee’s personal image. It is therefore evident from the current finding that the 
common assumption that individuals staying in hostels are not concerned with the 
level of comfort or value-added service is not supported by this study. The presence 
of favourable customer-employee relationships is arguably one of the most defining 
characteristics of the hostel experience. Hence, it is suggested that employees could 
enhance the hostelling experience by treating guests with respect and in a friendly 
manner. Section 7.2.3 provides a detailed discussion on recruiting the right individual 
for the job, as well as the training that needs to be offered to enhance employees’ 
social and communication skills. 
 
Contrary to expectations, the results of this study show that social density is not part 
of the human dimension. All three items originally measuring social density were 
dropped from the scale after EFA was conducted. This finding is surprising as past 
studies have demonstrated that a crowded environment could lead to customer 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction (Machleit, Kellaris & Eroglu, 1994; Turley & Milliman, 2000; 
Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011; Soderlund, 2011; Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012; Kim & 
Kim, 2012). For example, while a full sports stadium could enrich the sporting 
experience of its spectators (Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012), a crowded supermarket is 
often an unpleasant experience for most shoppers (Machleit, Kellaris & Eroglu, 1994; 
Hui & Bateson, 1991). In this study, whether or not the hostel was crowded seemed 
insignificant to the guests. The current findings illustrate that if a hostel is fully 
occupied or crowded, this would not be normally viewed as an issue. Often, such a 
situation would be accepted as the hostel norm. This finding may be explained by the 
fact that hostel stays are generally socially-dense experiences in which guests have 
very limited personal and private space. Hostel services and facilities are mostly 
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shared with others. When compared to the contradictory findings in existing literature, 
this research therefore presents empirical evidence that the perception of social 
density is strongly influenced by contextual settings. In this case, it is possible that 
hostels could benefit from maximising social density, perhaps by adding more 
dormitories, thus providing them the opportunity to increase guest occupancy and 
boost financial earnings. 
 
Physical Dimensions of the Hostel Servicescape 
Interview data and regression results illustrate that the physical aspects of the hostel 
servicescape have a positive influence on hostel guests’ service experience 
evaluation, just as the human aspects do. It was initially proposed that the 
dimensions that form the hostel’s physical servicescape are made up of four 
constructs (‘Layout and Design’, ‘Atmospherics’, ‘Exterior Design’, ‘Digital 
Connectivity’). However, only two constructs (‘Physical Appeal’, ‘Digital Connectivity’) 
resulted from the EFA. This result is slightly inconsistent with previous research, 
particularly Bitner’s (1992) theoretical conceptualisation of the physical dimension. In 
her conceptual framework, the servicescape consists of ‘Ambient Conditions’, 
‘Space/Function’ and ‘Signs, Symbols and Artefacts’. However, empirical studies 
conducted in various service settings have not directly confirmed Bitner’s (1992) 
conceptual servicescape typology, but have presented somewhat different physical 
dimensions. 
 
In many studies, the physical servicescape was evaluated based on ‘Design’ and 
‘Ambient’ factors, particularly in service settings such as sports stadiums (Hightower 
et al., 2002; Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012), fashion retail stores (Lin & Liang, 2011) 
and restaurants (Harris & Ezeh, 2008). Additional servicescape factors, such as 
‘Layout Accessibility’, ‘Facility Aesthetics’, ‘Seating Comfort’, ‘Facility Cleanliness’ and 
‘Electronic Equipment and Displays’ were also present in the context of leisure 
settings (Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996; Fernandes & Neves, 2014). In this study, 
however, some guests who were interviewed about their service experience 
commented on aspects as seemingly basic as the hostel’s cleanliness and location. 
Such responses are also apparent in the EFA results in which ‘Physical Appeal’ was 
reflected in items describing the hostel’s cleanliness, location and layout, as well as 
interior and exterior appearance. This is in contrast to Wall’s (2012) study of hotel 
guests, where the physical environment consisted of ‘Design’, ‘Upkeep’ and 
‘Physiological’ constructs. The differences in the servicescape dimensions between a 
hostel and a hotel would appear to be due to the more hedonistic experience of 
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staying in hotels compared to the more basic expectations of hostels. Hotel guests 
are more likely to identify different physical aspects of the tangible, built environment 
such as quality furnishings, physiological comfort, architecture and décor during their 
stay. For hostels, only one dimension has emerged, as in this setting aesthetics play 
a lesser role in enhancing the service experience. Customers expect the facilities 
offered by hostel to be basic, practical and functional. 
 
In addition to ‘Physical Appeal’, another component of the hostel’s physical 
servicescape is ‘Digital Connectivity’, which is associated with the provision of Wi-Fi 
connection. Unlike the ‘Physical Appeal’ dimension, the servicescape literature has 
never discussed ‘Digital Connectivity’ as an element of the servicescape. The current 
finding is particularly significant as it introduces a new physical servicescape 
dimension, thereby extending the servicescape typology. Although the evidence is 
fairly anecdotal, Wi-Fi connection is argued to be an essential component of the 
service experience in various other settings such as hotels, cafes, shopping malls 
and airports. As mentioned earlier in the literature review (refer Section 4.10), ‘Digital 
Connectivity’ is included in this study because it enhances the hostel’s primary 
service offering. Compared to other accommodation types, hostels are typically 
associated with backpackers who “highly integrate mobile technologies into their 
everyday practices” (Molz & Paris, 2013, p.4). Wi-Fi facilities are expected to be 
readily available to allow them to contact family, friends and fellow backpackers while 
travelling (Mascheroni, 2007; Paris, 2012). The use of communication technology, 
especially to access social media, is part of their taken-for-granted world (Jarvis & 
Peel, 2010). The availability of Wi-Fi facilities within the hostel servicescape is also 
interpreted as symbolic of the hostel’s effort in accommodating the backpacker 
culture of being digitally connected.  
7.2.2 The influence of social interaction on hostel guests’ service experience  
Past research focusing on customers’ social interactions has either viewed other 
customers as a characteristic of the servicescape itself, or an independent part of the 
service experience (Moore et al., 2005; Wu, 2008). For many of these studies, social 
interaction has encompassed both direct and indirect customer interactions and its 
overall impact on service experience (Baker, 1986; Grove & Fisk, 1997; Brady & 
Cronin, 2001; Turley & Milliman, 2000; Tombs & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Harris & 
Ezeh, 2008; Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2011). For instance, Grove and Fisk’s (1997) 
seminal study on other customers’ influence on the service experience focused on 
general customer interactions and evaluated their positive/negative impacts on the 
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service experience. No distinctions were made between direct and indirect 
interactions. In order to highlight the role of social interaction in influencing hostel 
guests’ service experience, this study defines social interaction as the actual, direct 
communication that occurs among guests staying in hostels. Other guests’ 
behaviours are regarded as indirect interactions and as such, form part of the 
servicescape’s human dimensions instead (refer to Section 7.2.1). 
 
A key finding in this study is the positive relationship between guests’ overall social 
interaction and their evaluation of the service experience. This relationship is 
presented both in the interview data as well as in the regression results. Given that 
hostels are generally associated with social experiences, as discussed in Section 
4.11, this result is clearly to be expected, but here it is confirmed empirically. 
Furthermore, this finding contributes to an emerging stream of consumer research 
that investigates  the influence of social interaction on the service experience (Parker 
& Ward, 2000; Moore et al., 2005; Wu, 2008; Yarnal & Kersetter, 2005; Huang & Hsu, 
2009b; Kwortnik, 2008; Nicholls, 2010; Papathanassis, 2012; Brejla & Gilbert, 2014). 
Correspondingly, this finding is also in agreement with Parker and Ward’s (2000, 
p.355) proposition that positive interactions serve to “reinforce notions of service 
quality and customer satisfaction”. This has important implications for service 
managers in that more effort should be placed on designing services and activities 
that promote positive interactions among customers as a means of adding value to 
the service experience. Section 7.2.3 provides a more detailed discussion on how 
social interaction could be better facilitated. 
 
It is somewhat surprising that for this study, the EFA for ‘Social Interaction’ extracted 
only two factors, instead of the originally proposed three-dimensional structure. As 
previously explained in Section 5.5.2, the original structure was labelled ‘Superficial’, 
‘Spontaneous’ and ‘Personal’ to reflect the intensity of customers’ social interactions. 
The extracted two dimensions, ‘Direct Interaction’ and ‘Openness to Interact’, were 
unexpected as past studies have shown that the items which measure the level or 
intensity of social interaction usually formulate this construct (Huang & Hsu, 2009a; 
Musa & Thirumoorthi, 2011; Finsterwalder & Kuppelweis’, 2011). On the one hand, 
‘Direct Interaction’ reflects the actual contact guests have with each other within the 
servicescape (eg. sharing of information, experiences and activities). On the other 
hand, ‘Openness to Interact’ reflects whether or not guests are willing to interact with 
each other. This result has not previously been described in the existing literature. In 
a study of hair salon customers, Moore et al. (2005) reported a one-dimensional 
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‘Customer-to-Customer Interaction’ scale which measured the friendly, interpersonal 
nature of interactions, whereas in Huang and Hsu’s (2009a) study, it was evident that 
‘Quality’, not ‘Quantity’ of interactions had a strong effect on the cruise experience.  
 
There are several possible explanations for the rather contradictory results of the 
current study. One explanation is that the operationalisation of ‘Social Interaction’ is 
generally context-specific and depends on the service setting being investigated. 
Thus, for a high-personal-contact service setting, such as a hair salon, social 
interaction was manifested through friendships and time spent together (Moore et al., 
2005). However, for a cruise vacation in which there is self-contained space and 
relatively long periods of time-sharing, passenger interactions were examined in 
terms of interaction quality (Huang & Hsu, 2009a). These findings therefore illustrate 
that social interaction could take on different, multi-dimensional structures dependent 
on the service setting. Another possible explanation for these differences might be 
that the nature of social interaction is perhaps more complex than initially assumed. 
In addition to the diversity of interactions that take place within different service 
contexts, other aspects of social interaction, such as encounter intensity, encounter 
regularity and demographic homogeneity, may also help in understanding how guests 
interact with each other (Papathanassis, 2012). Further studies which take these 
variables into account, are therefore recommended in Chapter Eight. 
 
Interestingly, the descriptive statistics show that the mean score for ‘Direct 
Interaction’ (M=3.91) is lower than ‘Openness to Interact’ (M=4.21), indicating that 
direct interaction is not taking place despite the presence of other guests and their 
willingness to interact. It is difficult to explain this result, but it may be related to 
personal and situational factors, as suggested by Bitner (1992). Her study highlighted 
that such factors include individuals’ personality traits, their purpose for being in the 
environment and their mood state when entering the environment. For instance, 
extrovert personalities enjoy social situations and being around people, whereas 
introvert personalities may not be as sociable. Thus, extroverts are more likely to 
initiate conversations with new people and engage in social activities. Another 
possible explanation for this is that there seem to be barriers that hinder the act of 
social interaction. For example, psychological barriers, physical barriers and possibly, 
language differences could be preventing guests from initiating contact with one 
another. Considerably more work needs to be done to determine how guests, who in 
this case are indeed willing to interact, could be encouraged to engage in social 
interaction. 
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Another important finding is that while the proposed relationship between ‘Direct 
Interaction’ and service experience evaluation is supported (H2a), the relationship 
between ‘Openness to Interact’ (H2b) and the service experience evaluation is not. 
This finding is significant in two major aspects. Firstly, guests’ direct interactions 
appear to influence their service experience evaluation. Previous studies by Harris et 
al. (2000), Huang and Hsu (2009b), Yarnal and Kerstetter (2005), Levy et al. (2011), 
Papathanassis (2012) and Brejla and Gilbert (2014) also reported similar findings. 
Their studies established that free-flowing communication and activities with other 
customers added to the enjoyment of the service experience. In the context of 
backpacker tourism, a handful of studies have shown that conversations among 
fellow guests do indeed influence how the hostel service is evaluated (Musa & 
Thirmoorthi, 2011; Obenour et al., 2006). As previously mentioned in Section 4.10, 
during their travels backpackers generally look for opportunities to socialise with other 
backpackers (Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1995; Murphy, 2001; Sorensen, 2003), so 
there is a certain expectation that hostels should provide them with the opportunity to 
do so. 
 
Secondly, this study also shows that other guests’ willingness to interact does not 
influence their service experience evaluation. This finding is anticipated, and is 
consistent with Huang and Hsu’s (2009b) findings that showed superficial 
interactions, including (un)friendly impressions formed by fellow customers, have a 
negligible impact on service experience evaluation. It is therefore evident that direct 
interaction among guests enhances the service experience, compared with 
interactions of a distant and superficial nature. A possible explanation for this is that 
the social ambience of hostel accommodation is generally considered part of the 
product and experience of hostelling (McCulloch, 1992; Murphy, 2001; Dubin, 2003; 
Obenour et al., 2006; Musa & Thirumoorthi, 2011). Encountering guests who are 
open to interaction is to some extent, taken-for-granted by the guests. Another 
possible explanation is that although hostelling is generally viewed as a social 
experience, there are particular occasions in which guests prefer to spend time being 
alone. Thus, there is perhaps a mutual understanding among guests of the need to 
respect each other’s privacy and personal space. Clearly, it is important to 
understand how guests make use of hostel services and facilities in order to meet 
their mutual need for both privacy and social interaction. Future research could 
provide additional insight on ways of achieving this. 
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Besides examining the direct influence of social interaction on the service experience, 
this study also investigated the mediating effect of social interaction. As previously 
reported in Section 6.6.5.4, the regression results indicate that the introduction of 
overall social interaction in the model reduced slightly the strength of the relationship 
between the overall servicescape and the service experience evaluation from β=.718, 
p=.002 to β=.703, p=.000. This partial mediation implies that social interaction 
accounts for some, but not all, of the relationship between servicescapes and service 
experience evaluation. This means that when guests have a positive perception of 
the hostel servicescape, the occurrence of social interaction could potentially add 
value to their service experience. Additionally, instances of positive interactions could 
even overshadow any of the negative perceptions of the service experience. The 
results support Nicholl’s (2010) theoretical proposition that social interactions possess 
the ability to simultaneously enhance guests’ service experience and neutralise any 
negative experiences in the setting. Similar results were illustrated by Huang and Hsu 
(2009b) and Moore et al. (2005). Although their studies did not explicitly test for the 
mediation effect of social interaction, they effectively illustrated that servicescapes 
facilitated customers’ social interactions, which in turn enhanced their service 
experience. These findings firmly suggest that social interaction among customers 
should be treated as an integral part of service management. As such, the focus 
should be on proactively managing customers’ social interactions which should 
include plans for fostering positive interactions and reducing the likelihood of negative 
ones. This could be carried out by introducing codes of conducts and managing 
customer compatibility, which is further discussed in the following sections. 
7.2.3 Elements of the hostel servicescape that facilitate social interaction 
The common assumption that the hostel’s décor, design and layout of communal 
space would foster interaction among guests is not supported by this study. The 
results of the regression analysis show that it is the human dimensions of the hostel 
servicescape that significantly affect social interaction, rather than the physical 
dimensions. In other words, hostel guests are more likely to interact among 
themselves if they observe employees and other guests behaving in an appropriate 
and pleasant manner. This implies that social interaction is not facilitated merely by 
providing shared spaces that are clean and comfortable. Instead, the focus should be 
on the human environment. This finding also provides additional insight into whether 
hostel guests actually place a high value on the provision of communal spaces. Past 
studies investigating the social interactions of hostel guests have up to now, shown 
contradicting results. On the one hand, Obenour et al. (2006) make the claim that the 
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physical design and layout of hostels could improve social interaction, thus enhancing 
the service experience. On the other hand, Musa and Thirumoorthi (2011) argue that 
it is the friendliness of the employees and fellow guests that create the special social 
environment. The current study specifically supports Musa and Thirumoorthi (2011) in 
suggesting that service providers need to focus on managing the behaviours of 
employees and guests, because it is these aspects of the servicescape that have the 
greatest effect on social interaction.  
 
It is quite surprising that the finding of this research is inconsistent with past studies. 
Prior studies have noted the possibility of manipulating the physical environment to 
influence customer behaviours, particularly in terms of social interaction (Mehrabian & 
Russell, 1974; Argyle, Furnham & Graham, 1981; Holahan, 1982; Baker, 1986; 
Bitner, 1992; Jones, 1995; Harris et al., 2000; Levy, Getz & Hudson, 2011; Bowie & 
Buttle, 2011). However, most of these studies offer theoretical insights rather than 
sound empirical evidence. The SOR Model, for instance, proposes that manipulation 
of the environmental stimuli can evoke behavioural responses that encourage 
individuals to socially interact with others who are present in the environment 
(Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).  
 
As previously mentioned in Section 2.4 of the literature review, empirical studies that 
illustrate the relationship between servicescapes and social interaction have been 
somewhat limited. Such studies have identified the important role of servicescapes in 
shaping social interactions, but have not specifically illustrated how different 
servicescape dimensions could do so (Harris et al., 1995; Yarnal & Kersetter, 2005; 
Moore et al., 2005; Kwortnik, 2008; Huang & Hsu, 2009b; Papathanassis, 2012; 
Brejla & Gilbert, 2014). Their results simply confirmed that servicescapes can 
potentially enhance social interaction. For example, in the context of cruise 
experiences, it was revealed that the ‘fun factor’ produced by the physical layout and 
décor (Papathanassis, 2012) and the ‘playful qualities’ of the cruise ship space 
(Yarnal & Kersetter, 2005) foster social interaction. Furthermore, these studies 
demonstrated that generally, it is the servicescape’s physical dimensions, rather than 
the human dimensions, that facilitate social interaction. Studies looking specifically at 
the relationship between the human dimensions of the servicescape and social 
interaction have been scarce. The current study therefore provides evidence that 
social interaction may well be facilitated through the manipulation of the 
servicescape’s human dimensions. 
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Consequently, this study suggests that the relationship between servicescapes and 
social interaction is strongly influenced by contextual factors. Hostelling provides the 
opportunity for guests to meet new people (Biesanz, 1941; McCulloch, 1992; Dubin, 
2003; Bowen & Daniels, 2006) and individuals who choose to stay in hostels, 
compared to other accommodation types, are generally more open to socialising with 
other guests (Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1995; Murphy, 2001; Sorensen, 2003; 
Obenour et al., 2006; O’ Regan, 2010). To them, whether or not the hostel is clean, 
spacious and well-designed is perhaps unimportant, as they are likely to look for 
opportunities to socialise anyway. Another possible explanation for this attitude is that 
the hostel experience is generally one that offers basic services and facilities. 
Typically, hostel accommodation is only furnished with just the bare necessities, so 
the physical environment itself is often considered to be merely a place to rest, 
refresh oneself and perhaps have a meal. As such, social interaction could still take 
place even if guests have a negative perception of the hostel’s physical environment. 
This finding therefore implies that hostels should look beyond the physical aspects of 
the building when delivering social experiences to their guests. 
  
Guest Behaviour and Social Interaction 
It is interesting to compare this study with those of Martin and Pranter (1989), Grove 
and Fisk (1997), Harris and Baron (2004), Wu (2007) , Nicholls (2010) and Miao 
(2014) who identified that positive customer behaviours do indeed lead to positive 
interactions, and vice versa. For example, in Grove and Fisk’s (1997) study of 
amusement parks, negative social interactions were associated with incompatible 
behaviours, such as being aloof, loud or rude. Similarly, Nicholls (2011, p.214) 
reported that negative social interactions are often the result of “cultural norms and 
values differing between customers”. Simply stated, if behaviour that is socially 
acceptable for one culture is not as acceptable to another, this could potentially lead 
to hostility and interpersonal conflicts among customers.  
 
In order to facilitate appropriate customer behaviours that encourage social 
interaction, Martin (1996), Wu (2007), Nicholls (2011), Daunt and Harris (2012), 
Papathanassis (2012) and Johnson and Grier (2013) suggest maintaining a 
compatible customer mix. More specifically, Wu (20007) and Johnson and Grier 
(2013) propose that customer compatibility could be increased by attaining 
demographic and behavioural homogeneity. In other words, customers with similar 
demographic characteristics and behaviours are more likely to interact positively with 
one another. In the case of hostel settings, service providers may want to increase 
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customer compatibility by serving one specific market segment, such as backpackers. 
This means precisely targeting individuals who have similar demographics, 
preferences, attitude and values (Martin, 1996; Wu, 2007). Signage, commercial 
advertisements, price and distribution channel mix could help service providers to 
indirectly pre-select their customers (Wu, 2007; Papathanassis, 2012). For example, 
a party hostel may want to target a specific market by publicising its ‘party image’. Its 
website could display photos of past social events organised by the hostel, and 
emphasise the hostel’s strategic location in terms of popular nearby bars and pubs. 
 
However, although the intention behind customer compatibility measures is to provide 
a positive social experience, extreme selectiveness could raise ethical issues as it 
may be viewed as a form of exclusion and discrimination. Moreover, such 
segregationist practices may not be economically viable, especially in multicultural 
societies (Johnson & Grier, 2013). It is also arguable that even within a fairly 
homogeneous group, perceptions of what constitutes incompatible behaviour often 
depend on personal and situational factors (Martin, 1995; Wu, 2007; Papathanassis, 
2012). A more viable strategy may be for hostels to communicate behavioural 
standards in the form of signage and physical cues to enhance the codes of conduct 
of their guests (Wu, 2007; Nicholls, 2011; Miao, 2014). This could include a clear 
display of house rules and verbal reminders from the employees. Further studies 
should be carried out to investigate other measures for minimising incompatible 
behaviours and consequently, maximising positive interactions.  
 
Employee Behaviour and Social Interaction 
The present finding is consistent with past studies and suggests that employees, 
particularly those in the frontline, have a central role in the nature and outcome of 
customer’s social interactions (Jones, 1995; Parker & Ward, 2000; Harris et al., 2000; 
Harris & Baron, 2004; Wu, 2008; Levy, 2010; Levy et al., 2011; Nicholls, 2011; Yoo et 
al., 2012, Echeverri et al., 2012). While these studies provide some insight into 
employees’ roles in facilitating social interaction, their claims have mostly been based 
on theoretical assumptions rather than sound empirical data. The current study 
provides evidence that social interaction takes place among customers when they 
feel that employees treat them in a friendly and respectful manner. Clearly, this 
implies that positive customer interactions can be fostered by deliberately nurturing 
the employee-customer relationship. In other words, customer interactions can be 
controlled indirectly by managing employees’ actions and behaviours.  
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Findings from the interview data also suggest that social interaction could be 
facilitated by employees through social activities. For example, one of the 
respondents expressed how much he enjoyed himself when the hostel employee 
took guests out to dinner. This finding is similar to that of Levy (2010) and Levy et al. 
(2011), who found that interpersonal interactions and group dynamics were enhanced 
when guests participated in events such as group photos, ice-breaking sessions and 
interactive games. In order for employees to successfully introduce such activities, 
they need to be equipped with the right interpersonal skills. Training programmes 
could be introduced to help employees interpret both verbal and non-verbal cues 
from customers, and use these cues to enhance the quality of customer interactions 
(Miao, 2014). For example, employees should be able to recognise when interaction 
between customers is not going to plan, and respond accordingly. Consequently, 
service providers should seriously consider recruiting and training employees with a 
view to encouraging positive interactions. The abovementioned findings could be 
further explored to identify other mechanisms by means of which positive social 
interactions could be facilitated by the employees.  
7.2.4 Profiling hostel guests who value the social aspects of hostelling 
The current study has so far illustrated that evaluation of the service experience is 
influenced by different elements of the servicescapes as well as the interactions 
guests have had with one another. Furthermore, the findings have also provided 
empirical evidence of how servicescapes could be manipulated to encourage social 
interactions and consequently enhance the overall service experience. However, past 
studies have indicated that diverse groups of customers behave differently when 
presented with the same environmental stimuli (Kotler, 1973; Turley & Milliman, 2000; 
Wu, 2008), so it seems unfeasible to suggest that one ideal servicescape will appeal 
to all market segments. Accordingly, the correct targeting of appropriate customer 
segments will determine both servicescapes selection and the content of staff training 
(Turley & Milliman, 2000; Wu, 2008). T-tests and ANOVA results indicate that service 
experience evaluation, perception of the hotel servicescapes and the occurrences of 
social interaction within the service setting are determined by the different socio-
demographics and travel characteristics of hostel guests. The following sections 
explain these differences in more detail. 
Nationality 
The current study indicates that there is no significant difference between Western 
and non-Western guests in terms of their social interaction amongst each other. In 
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other words, the common assumption that non-Westerners prefer to keep to 
themselves instead of actively making contact with other people, is not supported by 
this study. This finding is unexpected and inconsistent with previous studies, which 
highlight that Western nationals are more sociable than non-Westerners when it 
comes to meeting and interacting with new people (Pizam & Sussman, 1995; Pizam 
& Jeong, 1996; Yagi, 2001; Reisinger & Turner, 2002; Hecht & Martin, 2006; Huang, 
2008; Levy, 2010). A possible explanation for this is that tourist behaviour is not only 
influenced by culture, but also by personality, age, education, language skills, cultural 
awareness and past travel experience (Meng, 2010). It could also be argued that a 
hostel is basically a place for people sharing similar values, conventions and patterns 
of movements, to gather and physically meet face-to-face (O’Regan, 2010), 
regardless of nationality, age and gender. 
 
Nevertheless, recent studies focusing specifically on Asian backpackers have 
presented findings that are similar to the current study (Prideaux & Shiga, 2007; Bui 
et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2013; Paris et al., 2014; Bui et al., 2014). Prideaux and 
Shiga (2007) and Bui et al., (2014), for example, revealed that Japanese 
backpackers are also interested in meeting fellow backpackers, just like their Western 
counterparts. Chen et al. (2013) also reported that making new friends and 
communicating with other backpackers were among the strongest travel motivations 
among Chinese backpackers.  This finding therefore implies that Western and non-
Western hostel guests are both equally interested in social interaction. The evidence 
from this study clearly suggests that hostels should provide guests with the 
opportunity for socialising regardless of the nationality of their target market. 
 
The T-test results indicate that Western guests perceive the human and physical 
dimensions of the servicescape more positively than their non-Western counterparts. 
Additionally, Western guests evaluated their service experience more positively too. 
Hecht and Martin (2006) suggest that the difference in service expectations is 
because non-Western guests are less familiar with the concept of hostels. As a result, 
they expect more hotel-like facilities and services from hostels. These findings also 
show that cultural factors play a vital role in shaping guests’ perceptions of their 
hostel experience. Past studies have also reported that cultural differences lead to 
different service encounter evaluations (Mattila, 1999), overall satisfaction 
(Pantouvakis, 2013) and service expectations (Reisinger & Turner, 2002; Weiermair, 
2000). The differences in service perceptions between Western and non-Western 
nationalities could be attributed to the relatively large power distances in Asian 
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society (Mattila, 1999). As such, consumers from these societies view service 
employees as individuals with lower social status, and expect high-quality treatment 
and service regardless of the type of service. These results suggest that service 
providers need to understand cultural differences and respond accordingly. If the 
hostel is aiming to attract the non-Western market, there has to be a concerted effort 
to educate this target market, perhaps through the hostel website, so visitors know 
what to expect from a hostel experience. Additionally, employees could provide non-
Western guests with more personal attention during the service encounter in order to 
enhance guests’ perception of the service quality. It would also be an interesting 
avenue for future research to examine how different cultures impact upon customers’ 
perception of service experiences. 
 
Age 
Surprisingly, the occurrence of social interaction among guests is not influenced by 
age. This means that older guests are just as likely or unlikely to initiate 
conversations as younger guests. This result is unexpected as past studies have 
indicated that older guests prefer more privacy and keep to themselves, whereas 
younger guests view hostels as a social experience, rather than just a form of 
accommodation (Hecht & Martin, 2006; Cave et al., 2008). A possible explanation for 
this is that individuals who choose hostel accommodation usually do so based on the 
affordable room rates, along with the opportunity to connect with others (Pearce, 
1990; Ryan & Mohsin, 2003). Therefore, it could be argued that an individual’s 
decision to stay in a hostel “is not incidental, but a conscious and habitual way of 
encountering and experiencing places and people” (O’Regan, 2010, p.91). Hence, 
this finding suggests that in general, hostel guests, young and old alike, purposely 
stay in hostels because of the social opportunities being presented.  
 
Another interesting finding is that respondents in the ‘17-30’ group provided a more 
positive review of the hostel’s ‘Digital Connectivity’ than the ‘31-40’ group. Such 
results indicate that hostels are successfully meeting the expectations of this younger 
group, in which Wi-Fi connection is considered a basic necessity for them to maintain 
an online presence. Hostels should be prepared to continuously advance their 
technological know-how to keep up with the demands of this younger market 
segment. Other than ‘Digital Connectivity’, there is no indication that older guests are 
more demanding of basic amenities than their younger peers. This is inconsistent 
with past studies, which highlighted that older guests have higher expectations and 
are willing to pay more for extra services and facilities (Mohsin & Ryan, 2003; Hecht 
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& Martin, 2006; Cave et al., 2007). An important implication of this is that hostels 
might not need to address the age factor when deciding the types of facilities and 
services to be offered. 
 
Travel Companions 
As expected, the results show that solo guests are more likely to engage in social 
interaction compared to those travelling with another person. Likewise, guests who 
do not travel with children are also more willing to interact compared to those who do. 
This finding is in accord with Obenour et al.’s (2006) study which found that solitary 
travellers look for opportunities to meet new people, whereas those who already have 
a travelling companion tend to stay within their own friendship circles. Managerially 
facilitated social interaction, as previously explained in Section 7.2.3, could provide 
solo guests with the opportunity to socialise with other hostel guests, thus enhancing 
their service experience. As for couples, families and groups of friends staying 
together, they may also benefit from a secure and comfortable social setting that 
provides a sense of in-group togetherness. 
 
Length of Malaysia Trip 
With respect to length of trip, guests who stayed in Malaysia for more than one week 
but less than one month had a more positive perception of the hostel’s 
servicescape and service experience. The reason for this could be that, as guests 
became more familiar and comfortable with their whole travel experience in Malaysia, 
these positive feelings had an extended effect on how they viewed their own hostel 
experience. Conversely, guests who were in Malaysia for only a few days may have 
needed some time to orientate themselves in a new place and adjust to the cultural 
differences. This could possibly lead to negative emotional states such as frustration, 
disappointment and even annoyance. It is expected that such negative feelings may 
also have influenced their overall perception of the hostel stay. To help guests feel 
comfortable upon arrival at their travel destination, employees, who are usually the 
first point of contact for guests, could be trained to help guests familiarise themselves 
with the local culture as well as the surroundings beyond the hostel grounds. 
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Length of Hostel Stay 
This study found that guests who stayed in a Malaysian hostel for more than a week 
had a more positive perception of the hostel experience, seemed more open to guest 
interaction and scored the service experience higher. A possible explanation for this 
could be that the longer the guests stayed in the hostel, the more time they would 
have spent using the hostel facilities and services. Consequently, any difficulties they 
might have encountered earlier in their stay may have been tolerated more as they 
familiarised themselves and became more comfortable with the facilities and services 
being offered. It would be reasonable to expect that a longer stay would result in 
guests having more direct interactions among each other but clearly, this was not the 
case. Since the findings indicate that guests are actually willing to interact, this 
presents an opportunity for service providers to actively encourage guest-to-guest 
interactions, as suggested in Section 7.2.3.  
 
Previous Hostel Experience outside of Malaysia 
For this study, individuals who have stayed in more than 10 hostels are viewed as 
experienced hostellers. The findings indicate that individuals with considerable hostel 
experience provided higher evaluations of the hostel servicescape and the service 
experience. When compared to first-timers, who generally do not know what to 
expect from their hostel stay, most experienced hostellers can easily anticipate how 
their next hostel experience will turn out to be. Their expectations of hostel services 
and facilities may be relatively lower than those of first-timers, possibly because they 
already know that hostels generally offer very basic accommodation. On the other 
hand, it is probable that first-timers view hostels as a form of hotel-type 
accommodation, thus expecting better services and facilities. This finding implies that 
past experience plays a role in shaping customers’ perceptions of the service 
experience. Service providers could identify any first-time hostellers, perhaps during 
check-in, and personally explain hostel features that are particularly different from 
hotels. This may help first-timers feel more comfortable with what to expect during 
their stay. 
 
Surprisingly, the number of previous hostel stays is not one of the factors that 
significantly influenced social interaction among guests even though it is expected 
that an experienced hosteller would be more sociable and friendly towards other 
guests, especially in comparison to first-timers. A possible explanation for this could 
be that there are periods of time when guests are tired of making the same superficial 
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conversations when meeting new people and would rather have some personal 
space and time to themselves (Murphy, 2001). 
7.3 Key findings of the research 
In summary, the present study was designed to determine the influence of hostel 
servicescapes on guests’ social interaction and service experience evaluation. 
Several key findings have emerged from this study. Firstly, both physical and human 
dimensions of the hostel servicescape simultaneously play a key role in shaping 
guests’ evaluation of their service experience. This shows that the service setting of a 
hostel includes not only the tangible, man-made environment, but also the intangible, 
human aspects, such as employee and customer behaviours. 
 
Secondly, the occurrence of social interactions among hostel guests significantly 
influences their service experience evaluation. Direct interaction with fellow guests, in 
the form of conversations and participation in social activities, contributed to their 
enjoyment of the service experience. However, if other guests were not open to 
having any interactions, then this did not appear to have a negative effect on their 
hostel experience. 
 
Thirdly, the physical dimensions of the servicescape did not play a role in facilitating 
or inhibiting guests’ social interaction. This suggests that the deliberate positioning 
and design of space and equipment does not in itself create an environment that 
encourages guests to interact with one another. It was the human dimension that was 
of more relevance to enhancing social interaction. The presence and behaviour of 
employees and other guests provided a social atmosphere that made it conducive for 
guests to get to know one another and go on to participate in leisure activities 
together.   
 
Finally, distinct groups of hostel guests perceived their experience of staying in 
Malaysia hostels differently from one another. For instance, those who were travelling 
alone and on a longer trip were more likely to take part in social exchanges with 
fellow hostel guests. The number of hostel experiences as well as the length of their 
hostel stays also made a difference to how guests perceived their hostel experience. 
7.4 Conclusion 
Based on the discussion and interpretation of these findings, specific strategies could 
be put forward to enhance the customer’s service experience. Empirical evidence 
 Chapter 7: Discussion of Findings 
153 
 
from this study confirms that Bitner’s (1992, p.58) original servicescape typology 
should be expanded to include both man-made, physical surroundings as well as the 
more intangible aspect of the human environment. Consequently, more attention 
should be directed at improving the human dimensions of the servicescape as 
customers attach more importance to this aspect when evaluating their overall 
service experience. More importantly, in addition to providing the right servicescapes, 
service providers can benefit from creating and managing favourable social 
interactions since such interactions have considerable influence on how much 
customers enjoy their service experience. To conclude, this chapter has engaged in 
theoretical comparisons of the thesis findings within the context of services 
marketing, focusing particularly on hospitality and tourism settings. A number of 
contributions to knowledge are noted in terms of confirmation, disconfirmation and 
additions to existing literature. Additionally, it has also shown specifically how the 
findings contribute towards improving management practices. The following chapter 
highlights these contributions, evaluates the limitations of this study and offers 
recommendations for further research. 
Chapter 8: Conclusions 
154 
 
  
Conclusions 
8.1 Introduction 
The aim of this chapter is to present a conclusion of the whole study. As mentioned in 
the previous chapters, the multi-method approach, combining both qualitative and 
quantitative data, was used in this study to empirically verify how the different 
dimensions of the servicescape have an effect on the social interaction and service 
experience of hostel guests. The next section of this chapter therefore summarises 
these findings in terms of achieving the research objectives. The following sections 
then highlight the study’s contributions to theory and practice. The final section of this 
chapter explains the study’s limitations and consequently provides directions for 
future research.   
8.2 Achieving the research objectives 
Returning to the question posed at the beginning of the study, ‘In what ways do 
hostel servicescape dimensions influence guests’ social interaction and their 
evaluation of the service experience?’, it is now possible to state that the human 
dimensions of the servicescape play a more important role compared to the physical 
dimensions in promoting social interaction and enhancing guests’ service experience.  
To recap, this study was conducted to achieve these four research objectives:  
1. To determine the different dimensions of the hostel servicescape that 
influence guests’ service experience. 
2. To examine the extent to which social interaction between and among 
hostel guests influences their evaluation of the service experience. 
3. To determine the different dimensions of the hostel servicescape that 
facilitate/inhibit social interaction. 
4. To identify the factors influencing guests’ perceptions of servicescapes, 
social interaction and service experience. 
 
The most important finding to emerge from this study supports Objective One. Both 
interview data and survey results demonstrate that the behaviours of employees and 
fellow guests strongly contribute towards the guests’ enjoyment of the service 
experience. Tangible, physical aspects of the servicescape such as cleanliness, 
décor and location are also appreciated by the guests, but to a lesser extent. The 
relevance of guests’ social interaction in enhancing the service experience is also 
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clearly supported by the current findings, thus providing the answer to Objective 
Two. The investigation of the servicescape’s effect on social interaction was carried 
out to meet Objective Three and as such, has shown that the focus should shift from 
merely providing socially conducive physical facilities, to actively encouraging 
socialisation through managing the human aspects of the service setting. This could 
be in the form of employee training and customer compatibility management. As for 
Objective Four, the results have shown that it is generally the trip-related factors, 
rather than demographic characteristics, that influence how individuals perceive the 
servicescape, social interaction and service experience. 
8.3 Theoretical contributions 
The present study makes several contributions to the current literature. The most 
important contribution to theory advancement is the re-conceptualisation of Bitner’s 
(1992) servicescape construct. To date, existing literature has mostly adapted 
Bitner’s (1992) servicescape typology and focused on how the service experience is 
evaluated based on the physical aspects of the servicescape. The current study, 
however, clearly indicates that the human environment complements these physical 
aspects and further enhances the service experience. Thus, the term ‘servicescapes’ 
should be re-defined to reflect both the tangible, man-made environment as well as 
the more subtle, human elements of the service setting. 
 
Another contribution of this study is the identification of specific physical and human 
dimensions of the hostel servicescape that contribute to guests’ service experience. 
In terms of the physical servicescape, respondents found that an attractive and well-
maintained building exterior, tasteful interior décor, cleanliness, location and Wi-Fi 
access all impacted their service experience. Likewise, influential human dimension 
items included employee behaviour (e.g. friendly, respectful and presentable) as well 
as guest behaviours (e.g. pleasant and appropriate). 
 
This study has also demonstrated for the first time that the human dimensions of the 
servicescape have a strong role in creating a favourable service experience. In other 
words, this study has found that the presence and positive behaviours of employees 
and other customers within the service environment add more value to the whole 
service experience than the provision of physical equipment and facilities. Similarly, it 
is the human dimensions that facilitate social interaction among guests, not the 
physical dimensions. This is in contrast to past studies, which mostly focused on how 
the physical environment influences customers’ experiences and approach-
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avoidance behaviours. However, it is noted that the significance of human 
dimensions in enhancing social interactions and service experiences is strongly 
dependent on the nature and context of the service settings. In this case, since 
hostelling is generally considered a social experience, human dimensions play a 
crucial role in meeting the guests’ service expectations. 
 
This study makes further theoretical contribution by providing an initial framework for 
greater exploration of the customer’s role in the co-creation and co-production of 
service experiences. So far, current findings suggest that customers co-create their 
service experiences by having conversations with one another and partaking in group 
activities. Although the presence and behaviour of guests are not categorised in this 
study as social interaction, past research have demonstrated that such indirect 
interaction do indeed have an influence on the service outcomes. Thus, the mere 
presence of guests could also be viewed as a form of service co-production. These 
findings therefore confirm the importance of advancing research on customer-to-
customer interactions.  
 
In terms of operationalising customers’ social interaction, this study has developed 
and validated a new measurement instrument that captures two different aspects of 
social interaction: direct interaction and openness to interaction. It is interesting to 
note that the 10-item scale, developed based on interview data and past studies, 
somewhat reflects two extreme categorisations of the degree of social interaction. 
While direct interaction reflects the actual occurrences of interaction (e.g. chatting, 
sightseeing together), openness to interaction is merely the perception of whether 
other guests are approachable and friendly. Nevertheless, further empirical studies 
could be conducted to examine social interaction in other contextual settings in which 
socialising with other customers has the potential to influence the whole service 
experience. 
 
Another contribution to theory advancement is the development of a conceptual 
framework that illustrates the relationship between servicescapes, social interaction 
and service experience evaluation. The framework provides an outline of the different 
servicescape dimensions that could facilitate social interaction among guests, which 
in turn, could affect their service experience. Past studies have so far attempted to 
explain the relationship between servicescapes and service experience, or between 
social interaction and service experience, but have failed to explain how these three 
variables have an impact on each another. 
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The current findings also add to the more established and growing body of literature 
on the backpacking experience and current hostel trends. Although past studies have 
highlighted that the heterogeneity of this tourist segment signals that hostels have to 
accommodate higher demands from guests with certain demographic characteristics, 
the findings of the current research demonstrate that these demands have been 
largely homogenous and identical. Most hostel guests, backpackers and non-
backpackers alike, look for basic, functional accommodation but at the same time, 
seek hostels purposely for the social experience of interacting with fellow guests. 
8.4 Practical contributions 
The findings of this study have a number of important implications for future practice. 
First and foremost, the significant relationship between the servicescapes, social 
interaction and service experience evaluation provides a new direction for hostels to 
consider in terms of enhancing guests’ experiences. The current findings indicate that 
social interaction could be a manageable component of service experience design. 
The findings point to the need for service providers to proactively manage social 
interaction among guests as a means of gaining competitive advantage and adding 
value to their service offerings.  
 
The findings also provide strong recommendations to hostels in terms of employee 
training, particularly focusing on how best to encourage guests to socialise with each 
other. Social interaction could perhaps be fostered by employees through purposely 
designed activities such as group photos, social events and local tours. In addition, 
employee recruitment strategies should aim at attracting individuals who have good 
interpersonal skills and friendly personalities. 
 
To further encourage guest-to-guest interactions, the findings suggest a role for 
hostels to minimise incompatible guest behaviours. This means that a code of 
conduct, possibly in the form of house rules, may be required to be displayed within 
the hostel premises in order to communicate acceptable behavioural standards. 
Another approach is to maximise customer compatibility by specifically targeting 
guests with similar demographic characteristics and behaviours. However, service 
providers must be aware that this approach may be considered unethical, as 
individuals of certain demographics may be discriminated against. 
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While this study does not offer a conclusive answer to the question why social 
interaction might not take place despite the willingness to do so among guests, it 
does attempt to offer insights into how personal and situational factors play a part in 
making interactions happen. Perhaps for extrovert personalities, the mere provision of 
communal spaces such as kitchens and lounge areas is enough for them to initiate 
small talk with fellow guests. But for other individuals, more work may be needed to 
actively encourage such interactions. As previously mentioned, social activities could 
help in breaking the ice and persuading guests to take the first step in talking to each 
other.  
 
The results obtained from this study also support the proposition that for some 
service contexts, the formation of the service experience is less dependent on the 
physical servicescape and more dependent on the social, human aspects. From this 
study, it is evident that a hostel’s cleanliness, design and location are very much 
valued by guests. Nonetheless, it is the presence and behaviours of individuals within 
the hostel setting that shape their evaluation of the service experience. 
Consequently, this finding suggests that positive employee-to-guest and guest-to-
guest relationships need to be cultivated to enhance the service experience. In other 
words, service providers need to ensure that employees are treating guests in a 
respectful and friendly manner. Likewise, any negative guest behaviours will also 
need to be managed in order to prevent such experiences from spoiling the hostel 
stay. 
 
Although the most common motivation for staying in hostels is to socialise and meet 
new people, this study clearly indicates that during the hostel stay, there is still a 
need for guests to retreat and have some privacy. Further areas for hostels to focus 
on include providing guests not only with a social experience, but also with personal 
space for them to spend time alone. The design of the physical servicescape will 
have to consider such needs for privacy. The provision of private en-suite rooms, or 
shared dormitories with individual reading lights, power sockets and privacy 
curtains, could help cater to this demand for private space.  
 
Another implication stemming from this study has to do with the different perceptions 
of non-Western guests in terms of their service experience in hostels. As previously 
mentioned in Section 7.2.4, the results indicate that non-Western guests evaluated 
their experiences less favourably than their Western counterparts. This could be due 
to their unfamiliarity with the hostel concept and as such, their higher expectations of 
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the service and facilities being offered. More effort is needed to help non-Western 
guests understand what hostelling entails, focusing especially on the distinguishing 
features that make it different from hotel accommodation.  
 
A final practical contribution of this study is that it provides empirical findings on how 
trip-related factors shape guests’ experiences. These findings are particularly 
valuable to hostel managers because they illustrate how perceptions of the 
servicescape, social interaction and service experience vary from one guest to 
another, depending on the size and makeup of the travel party, length of trip, length 
of hostel stay and previous hostel experiences. For instance, this study indicates that 
solo travellers are more inclined to socialise with other guests, whereas group 
travellers prefer to stay within their friendship circles. Therefore, managerially 
facilitated social interaction could be specifically directed at solo travellers, as this 
would create a favourable service experience for them. Another important finding is 
that guests who have less experience of hostelling, or who are staying in a hostel for 
less than a week, expect higher levels of services and facilities. This is perhaps due 
to the limited time they have had to familiarise themselves with the hostel 
concept/environment. Service providers could therefore identify these guests during 
the check-in stage, or preferably even earlier, when the booking is made. Employees 
can then personally explain to these guests the basic features of hostel 
accommodation, thus helping them form a more reasonable level of service 
expectation.  
8.5 Limitations and directions for future research 
Although the study has successfully demonstrated the positive relationship between 
servicescape, social interaction and service experience, it has certain scope-related 
and methodological limitations. Due to the use of a specific market sample, focusing 
only on hostel guests, generalising these results to other services should be 
attempted with caution. Past studies of this type looked at service settings such as 
cruise ships (Papathanassis, 2012; Huang & Hsu, 2009a; Brejla & Gilbert, 2014), hair 
salons (Moore et al., 2005), group tours (Levy, 2010) and cafes (Tombs & McColl-
Kennedy, 2003). The methods and approach advocated in this thesis could therefore 
be extended to alternative service contexts such as holiday resorts, campsites and 
staged events, where the presence of and interactions with fellow customers have 
the potential to contribute to the service experience. 
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The use of interviews and survey methods in Malaysian hostels has also resulted in a 
market-specific mix of consumption patterns, again limiting the representativeness, 
generalisability and applicability of the results. This issue is particularly prevalent in 
empirical tourism research, due to the limitations of the available sampling frames. It 
is identified that the relative importance that guests place on servicescapes and 
social interaction, as well as the whole service experience could vary in other market 
contexts. A natural progression of this work is to carry out a cross-cultural study, 
extending the scope to include hostels in other geographical locations. This would 
therefore make the findings more generalisable to the hostel setting. 
 
The use of purposive sampling method may have introduced a degree of method bias 
in this study. The sampling of hostel guests who were available in the common areas 
may have limited the number of respondents in the study, and possibly resulted in 
findings that represented the views of more sociable individuals. Another limitation is 
that recall bias may have occurred during this study. This is because respondents 
were asked to refer to any of their past interactions with fellow hostel guests, which 
may not have been accurately reported. To prevent this issue of bias, future research 
might adopt alternative methods such as structured observations or experimental 
design. 
 
For this study, a mixed-mode approach using face-to-face and online surveys was 
carried out to reduce overall costs and gain access to a larger sample. Despite the 
advantages of this mixed-mode design, Dillman (2000) argues that different survey 
modes used within the same study would often produce different results. For 
instance, online surveys were reported to produce more socially desirable answers 
and higher item variability (Klassen & Jacobs, 2001). However, evidence from 
previous studies has verified that the overall results produced from the two formats 
were similar (Epstein et al., 2001; Scholl et al., 2002; Boyer et al., 2002; Riva et al., 
2003; Knapp & Kirk, 2003; Deutskens et al., 2006). In other words, online surveys are 
generally equivalent and comparable to face-to-face surveys. As the current study 
was not specifically designed to compare the different results between face-to-face 
and online surveys, this would be a fruitful area for further work. It is therefore 
recommended that further research be undertaken to assess the extent and nature of 
survey bias that may result from the two different survey formats.   
The current study has so far provided initial insight into how Western and non-
Western guests differ in their perceptions of the hostelling experience. Such simplified 
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categorisations of nationalities have neglected to explain how culture plays a role in 
guests’ evaluation of their hostel stay.  A greater focus on cultural diversity among 
guests could produce interesting findings that account for the possible differences in 
terms of their perceptions of the servicescapes, social interactions and evaluation of 
service experiences.  
 
An issue not addressed in this study is whether personal and situational factors play 
a key role in influencing guests’ social experiences in hostels. Personal factors such 
as individual personality traits, and situational factors such as plans and purposes for 
staying in hostels, could affect a person’s reaction to his or her physical surroundings. 
Furthermore, the issue of barriers to social interaction are intriguing factors that could 
be usefully explored in further research. More broadly, research is also needed to 
better understand how psychological, physical and language barriers could be 
overcome in order to encourage guests’ social interactions. 
 
Another possible area for future research would be to investigate the role of 
employees in facilitating social interaction. This could be carried out using a field 
experimental approach, with the aim of providing empirical evidence that verifies the 
relationship between managerially facilitated social interactions and the 
corresponding services outcomes. In other words, such research could demonstrate 
that social interactions among customers can indeed be effectively facilitated by 
service providers. 
8.6 Conclusion 
Despite the research limitations, this study makes an important contribution to the 
literature by empirically demonstrating the significant relationship between 
servicescapes, social interaction and service experience evaluation. The findings add 
to a growing body of literature that suggests the prominence of customer-to-customer 
social interaction in shaping the whole service experience. The measurement scale 
developed in this study can be used to establish the basis for further theoretical 
advances in services marketing, particularly on the social aspects of service settings. 
If the findings of this study were to be summarised in a couple of sentences, it would 
conclude that the social aspects of staying in hostels have a considerable effect on 
guests’ service experience. Moreover, trip-related factors appear to play a key role in 
the service outcomes, rendering demographic factors as latent variables in this study. 
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Appendix 4: Interview Protocol 
 
Introduction 
Hi. My name is Jasmine Radha, a PhD student from the University of Surrey. I am interested 
in the experiences of people staying in hostels and their interaction with other hostel guests.  
 
Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for my PhD research. I would like to assure you that 
any information you choose to tell me will be treated as confidential and your identity will be 
kept anonymous. I would like to have your permission to use a tape recorder. Will that be ok? 
I will switch it off if you find the recording uncomfortable, so do let me know. I also have a 
consent form for you to sign, just to show that you have agreed to participate in this study. 
You can withdraw from the interview at any time, should you so wish. 
 
Part One (Demographic information and ice-breaking questions) 
Could you tell me about yourself and what brought you to Malaysia? 
1. If necessary, prompt for demographic info:  
Are you currently in employment? What do you do? (Current occupation), Where are 
you from? (home country), What is your educational background? (school-leaver, 
degree, postgraduate), Who are you travelling with? (Alone/couple/group/children), 
Gender, Would you mind telling me your age? 
2. Prompt for details of travel:  Work-related, holiday/leisure, length of stay, destinations 
visited, places stayed in. 
3. Ask about hostel experience: How many hostels have you stayed in so far? Reason 
for staying in hostel (cheap, social, backpacking), length of hostel stay. 
 
Part Two 
Think of a time when you had ONE particularly positive experience interacting with 
guests in a hostel you stayed in. This could be in another hostel other than the one you 
are staying in. 
1. Could you describe (in detail) the situation and tell me what happened? 
2. When did this happen? (How long ago, time of day, meal time, social event) 
3. Who were these guests? (Social mix/demographics – age, nationality, gender, 
occupation) 
4. How did you feel about what happened? (Happy, annoyed, etc.) 
5. What did the guest(s) say or do that made you feel that way? (Behaviours, activities) 
6. Were you travelling alone/with friends? 
7. What was the purpose of your travel at the time? (sightseeing, conference/culture) 
8. Where was this hostel located (country, city, island)? How large was the hostel? (with 
kitchen and lounge or just rooms? How many floors? Converted house or purpose-
built) 
9. Did you stay in a dorm or a private room? How many beds were there? 
10. How long was your hostel stay for? (1night? Number of nights) 
11. Have you stayed in other hostels before this? 
*(If respondent mentions the ‘place’ of interaction, probe them straight away with 
questions from PART THREE) 
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Part Three  
Now, going back to the interaction that you told me about, I’d like you to think about 
the place in which this interaction took place. 
1. In which hostel did you have this experience? (Name of hostel, location) 
2. How would you describe the place/area in which you had the interaction? (Possible 
areas -kitchen, lounge, dorms, if outside of hostel building – bar/restaurant/natural 
surroundings) (Description could include spatial arrangement, architecture, décor, 
colour, music, light, comfort level, cleanliness) 
3. Dorms – How large were the dorms? How many beds? Was it a private room or small 
dorm?  Were they bunk beds? Where did you sleep? Was it spacious? Any dividers 
between the beds? Lighting good enough? What colour were the walls? Could you 
show/draw the room configuration for me? 
4. Lounge – How spacious was it? How many sofas? 3-seaters? Comfortable? Coffee 
table? Magazines? Wall décor? Any music on? 
5. Kitchen – Large area? Cramped? Cooking space? Large dining table? For how many 
persons? 
6. Other areas – bar/restaurant/balcony/ rooftop 
 
Part Four 
Now think about the same interaction you told me about and how it affected your hostel 
stay. 
1. Did you feel that the interaction with other guests influenced your evaluation of the 
hostel service? (Eg. Guest interaction made the stay more enjoyable/spoilt hostel 
experience) 
2. If yes, in which way? 
3. If no, why do you feel that way? 
*Return to Part Two for a negative experience and ask questions in Part Three and Part Four 
again. 
 
Part Five 
Could you think of other instances in which you had a positive or negative experience 
when interacting with other hostel guests? 
(If yes, respondents will be asked to answer all of the above questions in Part Two, Three and 
Four) 
*Prompt them about the public space in their hostel so they can recall other interactions that 
might have taken place.  
 
Part Six 
I’d like to end our interview with one final question. How would you describe your 
overall evaluation of staying in hostels? 
1. Any comments or complaints? Location, price, staff, cleanliness, social mix. 
2. Reviews written online tripadvisor? Hostelworld? 
 
Ending 
This is the end of our interview. Thank you for taking the time to offer your views and 
thoughts. Your contribution towards my research is very much appreciated. I hope you enjoy 
the rest of your travels in Malaysia. 
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Appendix 5: Consent Form 
 
Consent Form 
 I voluntarily agree to take part in the study on hostel experiences. 
 I have been given an explanation by the researcher of the nature, purpose 
and likely duration of the study, and of what I will be expected to do.  
 I agree to comply with any instructions given to me during the study and to co-
operate fully with the researcher. 
 I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without 
needing to justify my decision and without prejudice. 
 I understand that the information that I give is completely confidential and will 
not be used in any manner that can identify me or my organisation. 
 I confirm that I have read and understood the above and freely consent to 
participating in this study. I have been given adequate time to consider my 
participation and agree to comply with the instructions and restrictions of the 
study. 
 
Name of volunteer (BLOCK CAPITALS)  
 …………………………………………………………………………….. 
Signed     
 ……………………………………………………………………………… 
Date     
 ……………………………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix 6: Sample Interviews 
 
Int11 Group Girls (31:37) 
Me: Firstly, could you tell me about yourselves and what brought you to Malaysia? 
IV: We have a friend who is staying in Singapore for one year. So that’s why we 
decided to go to Singapore and then places nearby. 
Me: Oh, ok. So you’re travelling together? 
IV: Yes. 
Me: So your friends lives in Singapore so you’ve already visited her? 
IV: Hmm hmmm… 
Me: And this is your next destination after Singapore? 
IV: Yes and we will meet her again at the end. 
Me: Ok. So it’s Singapore, Malaysia and then .. 
IV: Then Kemboja and then Singapore. 
Me: Ooh … So you’re going up (the country) and then coming down .. Are you both 
currently in employment? 
IV: Yes, I’m working in health promotion. 
IV: I am working in diabetes pharmacy .. marketing. 
Me: So the marketing side? Ok. Where are you from? 
IV: Switzerland. 
Me: Could you tell me your educational background? 
IV: I studied languages and informatics but I’m doing a completely different job now. 
IV: I studied food sciences.  
Me: So both at university level? 
IV: Yes. 
Me: Would you mind telling me your age? 
IV: 33. 
IV: 32. 
Me: So you’re here in Malaysia for a holiday then? Sight-seeing and everything? 
IV: Yeap.  
Me: But it started with that trip to visit your friend? 
IV: Yeap. 
Me: How many hostels have you stayed in so far? 
IV: In Malaysia? 
Me: In Malaysia and also elsewhere. 
IV: In Singapore, and Malacca and Tanah Rata. Three. 
IV: But you mean other travels? 
Me: Err .. my research is on hostels in Malaysia but I’d like to know if you stayed in 
other ones in different countries. 
IV: Yes, many times. 
Me: Many times? Would that be in? 
IV: Mostly in hostels! 
Me: In? 
IV: Only in hostels, I mean! *laughter* 
Me: Oh, ok. So when you travel, you always stay in hostels. And the ones you said in 
Malaysia were in? 
IV: Tanah Rata, Malacca. 
Me: And this was during this trip? 
IV: Yes. 
Me: Could you tell the reasons for choosing hostels? 
IV: It’s more personal. It’s central and .. It’s cheap. 
Me: Ok.  
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IV: And people are … normal *laughter* Nooo …. I mean, just .. I don’t know … It’s 
the experience is not like a hotel, you have to behave like … 
Me: More formal? 
IV: Yeah … 
IV: People are more friendly because they seem that they want to be friendly, that 
they are not forced to be friendly. So it’s more comfortable and more familiar … 
Me: In the second part, I’d like you to think of a time when you had one particularly 
positive experience interacting with another hostel guest. This could be in this hostel. 
But since you’ve just arrived last night, maybe you haven’t had any chance yet. But in 
Malacca or Tanah Rata, could you tell me what happened and describe the situation? 
IV: For example in Malacca, we had a very good experience. We arrived there and 
we just … ermm.. there was also a grandmother there and then little children. You 
know the grandchildren and .. we had a lot of discussion with them and a lot of 
interaction. In the evening, we just stood in front of the house and … 
IV: At the riverside and it was just nice to meet and … 
IV: We ate like Swiss chocolate with everybody and then they invited us to stay with 
them for Christmas? But we had to go. They were very, very friendly and …. 
Me: That was another guest? The grandma and the children? 
IV: No, that was the mother of the hostel owner, the manager. 
Me: Oh, so she was there? When you got to the hostel? 
IV: Yeap. 
IV: The mother of the man who runs the business, came to me and he also usually 
lives in Singapore. The manager .. he’s not really a manager .. he’s managing here 
and working in Singapore .. and also the sister so they had a family reunion there. 
Me: In the hostel? 
IV: Uh-huh. Very good, very good people. 
IV: And also because, I think it’s also because their English level was so good, it was 
very easy to connect.  
Me: To talk on a deeper level? 
IV: Yes. And we really feel similarities .. where as when the language was not so 
good, it’s much harder to really talk … 
Me: Oh, ok, so that was in Malacca. You met the family of the owner because they 
were guests there because of the reunion. 
IV: And the other guests, they were very friendly as well. They just bought something, 
put in the fridge and everybody could taste .. the fruits or the local food ... 
IV: So we sat at the table and there were food .. ‘Try, try, try!’ *laughter* 
IV: It was very nice. 
Me: So these were from other guests who brought that along? So you had that at the 
kitchen then? When you tried other people’s food? 
IV: Yeah ..  
Me: Where did you meet the grandma and the children? Was that in the lounge? 
IV: In the kitchen. 
IV: Yeah, in the kitchen. And in front of the house.  
Me: Oh, yeah. You told me about the riverside. Could you describe the kitchen a bit? 
What it looked like? 
IV: Not, not very nice. *laughter* 
Me: That’s interesting! 
IV: Just a corridor, you know a corridor and there was like one table, like this one 
(small round table, seats about 4 people). One meter or something like that.  
IV: And there were stairs going upstairs and everything was very narrow. So that 
everyone gets in CONTACT!! *laughter* 
Me: It sounds very small then. 
IV: Yes! But I think this is also one reason why you get in contact, when it’s so small.  
Me: Oh, so you had to be in that space … and get to know people … 
IV: We had no choice *laughter* 
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Me: But it was pleasant? So that was good? 
IV: Yes …. 
Me: So they just had a table? Did they have any cooking facilities? 
IV: Yes. 
Me: So it had a fridge? Cabinets and things like that? 
IV: And plates. 
Me: And how many would you say would fit the table? 
IV: Just this (showing the table we’re at – which fits 4 people) 
Me: So the other guests would just … 
IV: There was no place for all the guest, you know. So we had to change … eat 
something and then you stand up. Then other guests come.  
IV: Some people stand. Some waiting, just chat.  
Me: Ah, ok. Just chatting? All in all, there would be just four at a time then? 
IV: Once we were .. six persons at the table.  
IV: Not enough chairs for everyone .. 
IV: It was lots of fun. 
Me: So that was fun anyway? Although it was cramped in there. 
IV: Uh-huh. 
Me: Is that when you met the grandparent and the children as well? With the other 
guests that brought the food in. Or was it separate? 
IV: No, it was together. 
IV: We met first the manager and then the Swiss girl, then everybody in the kitchen.  
Me: So it was mostly, everything in the kitchen? 
IV: And … there was a big, big room upstairs. With some chairs … 
IV: No windows but open … you know … 
IV: Open windows with a view of the river. 
IV: With no glass .. So open space … 
IV: And a sofa and this was very good also. Just to be there when it rains outside. 
IV: And to look at the riverside.  
Me: So you had a nice view from there? 
IV: Hmm hmm .. 
Me: So that was kind of a living room? 
IV: Something like that, yeah. 
IV: Something like this (referring to the current space) 
Me: Did they have a tv or anything? Books and shelves? 
IV: No, just very basic.  
IV: It was very basic, yeah. 
IV: Only sometimes Internet. *laughter* 
Me: So you brought your own laptop … 
IV: Mobile phone… 
Me: So the living room was just basic then … 
IV: Basic. There were some Christmas decorations … 
IV: It was just a very nice old building. It was a nice atmosphere. It was not so well-
decorated like here? It was not so … 
IV: It was ‘coincidental’. But it was like … with the wooden floor … 
IV: Very good atmosphere.  
Me: So there were lots of sofas? 
IV: There was one table with four bamboo chairs? Or something like that.  
IV: And one sofa. 
IV: And a small table with the chairs. So you can choose where you want to sit. 
Me: So there were a few seating areas? 
IV: Yeap.  
Me: Going back to the guests that you met, errmmm … did you feel that the 
interaction that you had influenced how you felt about the hostel service? 
IV: Hmm hmm … 
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IV: Yes .. 
Me: In what way? 
IV: It improved the experience … 
Me: Oh, Ok. So it didn’t really matter that the kitchen was small? 
IV: No.  
Me: Your stay was fine? The hostel was clean? 
IV: The room was not so nice. But everything else what fine.  
IV: I think when you meet good people, it does not matter if the room has a window .. 
or… 
IV: Yes. 
Me: What was it about the room that wasn’t so nice? 
IV: It’s only a white small box, no colour, no window. 2 beds. 
Me: Was it a bunk bed or singles? 
IV: Two single beds.  
Me: Shared bathrooms? 
IV: Yeah, shared with everyone else.  
IV: I think it was just the two beds and one chair.  
Me: You told me that you felt that, even though it was so basic, you still felt positively 
about the hostel. 
IV: Yeah sure. 
IV: Yeah. 
IV: Because of the manager .. 
IV: And also the view and the living room was really nice.  
Me: So you like the atmospehere? 
IV: Yes. 
Me: How long did you stay in Malacca? 
IV: 2 nights. 
Me: When you met them, was it the second day? 
IV: Hmmm … first morning. 
Me: So when you got up the next day, you had your breakfast .. 
IV: Exactly, yeah … 
Me: And the manager invited you for Christmas, did you say? 
IV: The grandmother.  
IV: Because she wanted to cook a Christmas meal. 
Me: Wow! Was she Chinese? 
IV: She was Chinese Christian, yeah? 
IV: She was from Malaysia but Chinese. 
Me: When you stayed in Tanah Rata, did you meet other guests as well? 
IV: Yes, but we did not have a lot of interaction.  
Me: So it was just the usual smiles, greeting … 
IV: Exactly. ‘Where are you from? OK, have a nice day.’ *laughter* 
Me: Would that be in the dorms? Did you stay in any dorms? 
IV: Here (the current hostel),  because there were no double rooms, that’s why we 
stay in the dorms here.  Usually we try to find a double room. That’s our kind of 
luxury! 
IV: For privacy. 
Me: So in Tanah Rata, you stayed in a private room as well? And when you met other 
guests … 
IV: We didn’t really meet anybody .. 
IV: I meet them in the morning, yeah .. 
IV: Because she gets up early *laughter* 
IV: Yeah, you meet them because there was the entrance (pointing to the front) and a 
breakfast hall, a little breakfast hall with some tables and chairs. So you met 
everybody at the breakfast area. 
Me: And it was just like you said, smiles and ‘where are you from?’ 
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IV: Hmm hmm …  
Me: Do you think that little interaction influenced your evaluation of the hostel 
service? 
IV: Yes, I think so. 
IV: Hmm hmm … 
Me: In which way? 
IV: I think it was really, completely the opposite from Malacca, where you were 
welcomed so warmly. And then you go to Tanah Rata where everything was closed 
and shut!  So it feels less warm. And also I think they extra-charged for everything, in 
Tanah Rata so this makes you feel .. I mean … would not have mattered to us to pay 
so many more but we don’t like extra pay .. 
Me: Ooh… like they don’t tell you in the first place but when you get there they tell 
you, extra for this … and that … 
IV: For example, you had to pay for the toilet paper .. 
IV: And the towel so you feel … It’s better to ask for more money in the beginning. 
IV: I don’t know if it was also the climate, you know? Because it was colder. Yeah .. I 
don’t know, the place it was completely different  … it was in a little valley. 
Me: Was it very far from town? Remote? 
IV: It was not so far but it was hidden.  
Me: Do you know the name of the hostel? 
IV: It was Cameronian Inn. 
IV: It was actually not so bad .. 
IV: It was not .. 
IV: I don’t know … hard to explain. 
Me: Would you say the facilities were better than in Malacca? 
IV: No. Almost the same. 
IV: But no room with real atmosphere? No view. 
Me: No view? I think that’s why people actually go there, to Cameron Highlands, for 
the view. 
IV: No, I think it’s most … to do tours, to do hikes in the mountains.  
Me: Oh, ok. Is that why you chose to go? To do the outdoor things? 
IV: Exactly, yes. 
Me: I forgot to ask you, the hostel in Malacca, what was the name? 
IV: One Riverside.  
Me: What about negative experiences, have you had any? About what other guests 
did or .. 
IV: No … last night there was a street fight outside. It was a bit scary. 
Me: Street fight? 
IV: Yeah.  
Me: You heard it from your dorm? What did you hear? Was it shouting? 
IV: Yeah, people were shouting and destroying glass or something like that. And 
blasting! I don’t know what happened. It was a language I did not understand. 
Me: What time was that? 
IV: At four in the morning. 
Me: So that probably not the guest? That was beyond the hostel (grounds). 
IV: Nothing to do with the hostel. 
IV: We did not have any bad experience. I think they were quite nice, the hostels that 
we had here. 
IV: The hostels and the managers also they are very friendly. 
IV: Very friendly people. 
IV: In general, in Malaysia, people are very friendly. 
Me: That’s good to know. So in Tanah Rata, even though you didn’t really meet 
anyone, there weren’t any indirect behaviours that caused .. annoyances? 
IV: We booked a tour and on this tour we had interactions with other guests.  
Me: Was that the tour that you went hiking? 
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IV: Exactly. 
Me: Did anything happen that wasn’t so nice? 
IV: Not so nice? No, none .. no.  
IV: Well, the driver of the tour, he was a bit pissed off. He said he had to come back 
to take over his father’s business. He was working in Singapore and he was forced by 
his father to come back.  
IV: He was not very professional but he was a very good guy. Had a lot of fun with 
him but yes, he was not very professional.  
Me: Sounds like he hates his job! *laughter* Otherwise, you got along with the other 
guests? 
IV: Yeah. For us, it was very interesting because there were other Asian tourists. And 
I don’t know a lot of Asian people so there were people from the region of Tanah 
Rata, they were on their honeymoon. Sorry, they were from Johor Baru. They were 
friendly, very good people.  
IV: And from Vietnam.  
IV: From Vietnam and it was also interesting to see what is new for the Vietnam 
people. Because I don’t know the difference between the Asian countries.  
Me: So that was kind of the first time you had close interaction with Asians? 
IV: Hmm hmm .. it’s very interesting for us. 
IV: Well, for example there were things that Vietnam people said ‘Ah, it’s very new for 
us’ and I thought, why is it new for them? For example, women like you, with the 
covers? (scarf) The Vietnam, they don’t know that.  
Me: Oh, but you’ve seen? 
IV: We have Muslims in Switzerland. 
Me: So the Vietnamese haven’t … 
IV: It’s more new for them. 
Me: That is very interesting because I would think people in South East Asian 
countries would be more used to the scarf. 
IV: Yes, how do you call that? (head scarf) 
Me: I just call it a scarf. It’s easier but some people call it hijab. Ok, so it seems that 
you’ve had very good experiences. 
IV: Yes, very good.  
Me: So I’d like to end our interview with one final question. How would you describe 
your overall evaluation of staying in hostels? 
IV: All over the world? We’re still doing it so it must be good! *laughter*Well, there are 
better and worse places of course.  
Me: How do you describe the worse ones? The ones you’ve stayed in? 
IV: I mean for example, if you stay in London, you get very basic rooms, no windows. 
People are so young. They’re sitting on the floor and being drunk and loud and noisy. 
It’s only a machinery to put you through but always when it’s more personal and there 
are less guest, it’s very nice.  
Me: So you enjoy that social atmosphere? 
IV: Yes.  
IV: I think I did not have a bad experience.  
Me: No bed bugs, dirty hostels or rude staff? 
IV: Perhaps I will remember later and then tell you! Well, perhaps something I don’t 
like is .. it’s more the interaction between guests. When I meet Swiss people, they 
don’t want to say hello. Swiss people are very separated to …. Yeah, I met some 
Swiss people here in Malaysia but also in other places and they didn’t want to let you 
know that they are Swiss. But I know exactly that they are Swiss! *laughter* It’s 
something strange from Swiss people, I don’t know why. 
Me: So you feel that … 
IV: for example, if you have South American in a hostel, someone is from Argentina 
and they met another person from Argentina, they are always together. And Swiss 
people are always separate. 
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IV: It’s true. Yes … Swiss people are everywhere so you don’t want to meet Swiss 
people on a holiday. But I feel the same. She doesn’t like it but I want to be separate 
from Swiss because I want to meet other people! 
Me: Well, this is the end of our interview. Thank you for sharing your views and 
thoughts. It is greatly appreciated. I hope you enjoy the rest of your travels.  
*After recording switched off – ‘We met a French couple in Malacca but they didn’t 
interact with anyone. So I think we had a better experience in Malacca then them! 
 
Int4 NZ Couple (14:34 mins) 
Me: So, in the first part of my interview, could you tell me a bit about yourself and 
what brought you to Malaysia? 
IV (f): Errr … well, we wanted to have a break from work, cause we both work full-
time, in New Zealand and we both have an interest in South East Asia. So, in terms 
of places that is close to New Zealand that’s quite cheap to fly in so that was a main 
factor. And we were attracted by the weather I guess. We like hot climates. Urmmm… 
what other reasons… 
IV (m): Errr.. The cultural diversity. 
IV (f): Yeah. 
IV (m): Many cultures exist here in Malaysia so that’s one of the reasons. 
IV (f): Yeah, we also found that we.. cause we are travelling all around Malaysia. We 
started in Kuala Lumpur, came here.  We are going over to Langkawi and going to 
Taman Negara. And we are going to Singapore, Brunei, Kota Kinabalu and 
Sandakan as well. So we thought that this would give us a bit of everything. We get 
to go to islands, cities and going… I don’t know.  
IV (m): Yeah, the variety. 
Me: Ok, and then when you said you are taking your break from work, is that a long 
break or…? 
IV (m): No, it’s just a month. 
IV (f): Just a month. 
Me: One month? 
IV (m): Yeah. 
Me: Ok, so you go back to your original job when you go back to New Zealand? 
IV (m): Yeap. 
IV (f): That’s right. 
Me: And…so you are travelling together? From New Zealand, just the two of you? 
IV (m & f): Yeap. 
Me: And did you stayed in KL or…? 
IV (m): Yeap, we stayed in KL. 
IV (f): For about five days.  
Me: Would you mind telling me your age? 
IV (m): I’m twenty-eight. 
IV (f): I’m twenty-six. 
Me: And what is your current occupation? 
IV (m): I’m a lawyer. 
IV (f): I work at New Zealand’s Ministry Foreign Affairs in the development section. 
Me: And so you are here for a holiday and how long is .. the whole month? Including 
Singapore? 
IV (f): Yeah. Just Malaysia, Singapore and Brunei. 
Me: That’s the one month ? 
IV (m): Yeap. 
Me: Ok, and how many hostels have you stayed in so far? 
IV (f): This is only the second hostel, yeah.  
Me: Second one after KL, is it? 
IV (m): Yeap. 
IV (f): So, still at the start of our journey.  
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Me: And before that.. before your trip to Malaysia, have you stayed in other hostels ? 
IV (f): No. I have stayed in hostels before.. five weeks around Thailand and 
Cambodia a few years ago. 
Me: Oh ok, so you had hostels experience before? 
IV (f): Yeah. I’ve stayed in hostels in Australia as well.. so.. 
IV (m): Yeah, I’ve only ever stayed in hostels in New Zealand before. 
Me: And urmm… could you tell me the reasons for choosing to stay in hostels? 
IV (m): Cost. 
IV (f): Cost.. yeah. 
IV (m): Cost reduction. Yeah … 
IV (f): But it’s also a very good way of meeting people your age … I mean…probably 
not so much for us now… We probably don’t stay here to meet people. But when I 
was younger that was one of the reasons. You get to make friends when you are 
travelling. Meet other people with similar age, with similar interests. 
Me: So to meet other travellers? 
IV (f): Yeah, exactly.  
Me: In the second section of my interview, I’d like you to think of a time when you had 
one particularly positive experience interacting with other guests in the hostels? It 
could be in this hostel or hostel in KL, so within the Malaysia context. Could you 
describe what happened? The situation and where it happened? 
IV (f): Urmmm.. to be honest, we probably haven’t been interacting with other guests  
because we’ve been busy most days. So we haven’t really hung around hostels. And 
we’re so tired at the end of the day we just go to bed. 
IV (m): Because our primary motive is to view Malaysia and experience the cities that 
we’re in. Our motivation isn’t really to meet other people and we stay in hostels 
primarily for the reduced cost. Yeah. 
IV (f): Yeah. But when we were younger, we’d probably … well, for me anyway, I 
would stay’ve stayed there for the cost and also to meet other people. 
IV (m): Yeah. 
Me: Are you staying in private… do they have private rooms here? 
IV (m): Yeah…yeah. 
Me: So, it’s not shared? 
IV (m): No..no.. Only shared bathrooms. 
Me: Oh, it’s actually a double room with a shared bathroom? 
IV (m): Yeap.. That’s right. 
Me: Err…and how long have you stayed in this hostel? 
IV (m): 2 nights. 
IV (f): And then we are going to Langkawi tomorrow. 
IV (f): Yeah. 
Me: And when you were in KL? 
IV (m): We were there for 5 nights. 
Me: 5 nights? 
IV (m): Yes.  
Me: And that was a private room as well? 
IV (m): Yeah. 
Me: And.. do you have any instances whereby there were negative guest behaviours 
or activities? 
IV (m): No. I haven’t had anything… 
IV (f): No. I can’t think of any ….. 
IV (m): Everyone’s been really respectful. Yeah. I think this hostel and the one we 
went to in KL, has least of a drinking culture and more of a serious travel …   
IV (f): I think it’s catered towards slightly older people? So, both of the hostels we’ve 
stayed in so far seem to attract older travellers who yeah, they don’t seem to go out 
and binge drinking which we quite enjoy because we’re not really into that anymore.  
Me: So, there were no problems with like .. noise at night? 
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IV (f): No. Honestly we haven’t really had any problems but we both sleep with 
earplugs!  
*laughter* 
IV (f): Maybe that accounts for .. 
IV (m): Yeah.. yeah. 
Me: So you expected it to be noisy? 
IV (f): Yeah.. We do .. exactly! 
IV (m): Yeah. 
Me: Alright. Err.. do they serve breakfast? 
IV (m): Yeap. 
IV (f): They do.. 
Me: Even in KL as well? 
IV (f): Yeah but we didn’t really eat the breakfast. 
IV (m): Yeah. We’ve gone out to a restaurant. 
Me: So, you haven’t met anyone at the communal space? Maybe chatted to anyone? 
IV (f): No, sorry. 
Me: *laughter* No, don’t worry. Because that would be one of the factors that affect or 
influence how people interact. So then, I’d like to end the interview with one final 
question. How’d you describe your overall evaluation of staying in hostels? How 
would you rate the hostels? 
IV (f): I think hostels are .. for what we want to do at our age .. I think it works really 
well. I haven’t had any issues, any problems so far. And I’ve stayed in quite a few 
hostels. But maybe if we were a little bit older, maybe we would want to stay in a 
slightly more upmarket place? I think it is definitely something that attracts younger 
people in their 20’s but maybe if you are a little bit older, you might not want to… 
what do you think (looking at partner)? 
IV (m):  Urmmm.. yeah… it’s been…. achieved what we wanted. Being in places 
usually close to the centres of activity.. Urmmm.. and affordable and it’s been exactly 
what we wanted. 
Me: So to you, like the hostel’s location been good? 
IV (m): Yeah.. The location’s… 
Me: If you were to evaluate it, like let’s say write a review or anything? What was your 
main concern? 
IV (m): I’m not sure we have any concerns…. I certainly don’t. 
IV (f): Aah no.. I guess security with our possessions would be the biggest concern 
we have. but I think we can often mitigate that because most hostels have lockers. 
So we put all our valuables in the locker. But that would probably be my main 
concern, it’s just the safety of passports, you know. Or anything slightly valuable like 
electronics or money … 
IV (m): Yeah.. yeah.. Where we’ve been, there’s always.. 
IV (f): The safe to put your stuff in. 
IV (m): Yeah.. 
Me: So that’s important to you? 
IV (f): Yeah..yeah that would be my main concern.. I think so.. 
Me: So far everything has been really good then? 
IV (m): Yeap. 
IV (f): It’s the place that doesn’t have safe…. I’m quite concerned. 
IV (m): Yeah.. yeah. 
Me: So that would be the end of the interview. Thanks for taking the time for my 
research. 
IV (f): No worries. Good luck for your PhD 
IV (m): Yeah.. yeah.. good luck for your PhD.  
IV (f): I hope it goes well. Are you almost at the end? 
IV (m): I heard it’s a stressful process. 
*laughter* 
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IV (m): And you had to fly to Malaysia?  
Me: Yeah. It’s nice to be back. That’s always nice. 
IV (m): Are you from Malaysia? 
Me: I’m from Malaysia. Kedah, in the North. But yeah it’s nice to be back. 
IV (m): Yeah.. yeah. Did you do your undergraduate in Malaysia? 
Me: Er.. I did all my schooling in here but I went to the UK for my undergraduate and 
ten I went to Australia for my Masters and then I went back to the same University as 
my undergraduate for my PhD.  
IV (m): Yeap… and youre doing a .. is it urmmm … Psychology or Sociology or? 
Me: Oh, it’s actually hospitality management. 
IV (m): Ah, ok.. Cool. Yeap. 
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Appendix 7: Q-Sort Instructions 
1. This study is about your social experience of staying in hostels. I am interested in your 
most recent stay in a hostel and the interaction that you had with fellow hostel 
guests. 
2. You are provided with 3 envelopes that provide the definition for: 
a. Superficial Interaction 
b. Spontaneous Interaction 
c. Personal Interaction 
3. Read these definitions carefully. 
4. You are also provided with a collection of 20 individual statements regarding social 
experiences in hostels. Read the 20 statements carefully.   
5. Split the 20 statements into 3 piles, in response to the distinction between the 3 
categories of interactions. 
6. Place the cards into the appropriate envelopes. 
7. Once this is done, please tell me if you found any difficulty in carrying out this 
activity. E.g. Statements not relevant to any of the definitions, Definitions not clear 
enough. 
8. Thank you for your time. It is much appreciated. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Definition of Superficial Interaction: Very limited or no interaction with fellow guests takes 
place. Privacy and interaction with own travel companion(s) is prioritized. Interactions occur 
only because it is imposed by the hostel (example: brief greetings at breakfast table).  
 
Definition of Spontaneous Interaction: Impulsive and free-flowing interactions where by 
conversations covering a wide range of topics (work, family, food, lifestyle, culture, travel tips) 
occurs on the spot. Interaction does not extend beyond the duration of the hostel stay. 
 
Definition of Personal Interaction: Friendships are established because there is a bond with 
other guests. Unintended interactions with other guests develop into purposely coordinated 
activities to be experienced together. The friendship extends beyond the boundary of the 
hostel. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q-Sort Items/Statements: 
1. The other guests(s) in the hostel had conversations about their working life with 
me 
2. Other hostel guest(s) had their own circle of friends 
3. The other guest(s) in the hostel offered me help when I needed it 
4. The other guest(s) in the hostel made my time here more enjoyable 
5. I interacted frequently with other hostel guest(s) 
6. The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about their family with me 
7. Other hostel guest(s) were not approachable 
8. Other hostel guest(s) told me about their past hostel experience 
9. The other guest(s) in the hostel were friendly towards me 
10. It was easy to talk to other hostel guest(s) 
11. In the future, I plan to meet up with the friend(s) I made at the hostel 
12. I went sightseeing with other hostel guest(s) 
13. The other guest(s) in the hostel exchanged travel information with me 
14. I shared food with other guest(s) from the hostel 
15. Other hostel guest(s) usually kept to themselves 
16. I interacted with other hostel guest(s) 
17. I developed friendships with other guest(s) I met at the hostel 
18. The other guest(s) in the hostel shared their travel experience with me 
19. I had dinner with other guest(s) from the hostel 
20. I enjoyed spending time with other  hostel guest(s) 
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Appendix 8: Q-Sort Results 
Statements 
Dimensions 
Superficial 
Interaction 
(%) 
Spontaneous 
Interaction 
(%) 
Personal 
Interaction 
(%) 
1 I interacted frequently with other hostel guest(s) 20 60 20 
2 The other guest(s) in the hostel were friendly towards me 20 70 10 
3  I interacted with other hostel guest(s) 30 40 30 
4 Other hostel guest(s) usually kept to themselves 100 0 0 
5 Other hostel guest(s) had their own circle of friends 100 0 0 
6 Other hostel guests were not approachable 100 0 0 
7 The other guest(s) in the hostel shared their travel 
experience with me 
0 80 20 
8 The other guest(s) in the hostel exchanged travel 
information with me 
10 80 10 
9 The other guest(s) in the hostel had conversations about 
their family with me 
0 80 20 
10 The other guests(s) in the hostel had conversations about 
their working life with me 
0 90 10 
11 It was easy to talk to other hostel guest(s) 10 90 0 
12 Other hostel guest(s) told me about their past hostel 
experience 
10 90 0 
13 The other guest(s) in the hostel offered me help when I 
needed it 
20 60 20 
14 I enjoyed spending time with other hostel guest(s) 0 50 50 
15 The other guest(s) in the hostel made my time here more 
enjoyable 
0 60 40 
16 I developed friendships with other guest(s) I met at the 
hostel 
10 10 80 
17 I went sightseeing with other hostel guest(s) 10 20 70 
18 I had dinner with other hostel guest(s) 10 30 60 
19 I shared food with other hostel guest(s) 20 50 30 
20 In the future, I plan to meet up with the friend(s) I have 
made at the hostel 
10 10 80 
 
*Note - The rationale for using Q-Sort is to create a set of statements that represent 
the three identified social interaction dimensions. The results above reflect the 
number of participants (n=10) in terms of percentage that agree with the statement 
being in each category of social interaction.  
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Appendix 9: Questionnaire (Printed Version) 
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Section One: Demographic Profile 
Please tick the appropriate answer. 
 
1. Gender 
 Male 
 Female 
 
2. Age group 
 17-20 
 21-30 
 31-40 
 41-50 
 Above 50 
 
3. Nationality 
    ______________________ 
 
 
4. Education level 
 High school graduate 
 Undergraduate (Bachelor/Diploma) 
 Postgraduate (Masters/PhD) 
 No qualifications 
 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
 
5. Employment status 
 Employed full-time / Self-employed 
 Employed part-time 
 Unemployed 
 Retired 
 On a career break 
 Student 
 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
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Section Two: Trip-related Information 
Please tick the appropriate answer. You may choose MORE THAN ONE answer. 
 
1. Primary purpose of trip to Malaysia 
 Leisure / vacation 
 Business / work-related 
 Visiting friends and/or relatives 
 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
 
2. Travel companion 
 Spouse / partner 
 Children 
 Other family members 
 Friends 
 No one else 
 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
 
3. How long is your current trip to Malaysia?    ____ days 
 
4. How many adults are travelling with you?   ____ adults 
 
5. How many children are travelling with you?    ____ children 
 
6. How many nights are you staying in Malaysian hostel(s)? ____ nights 
 
7. How many hostels have you stayed in within Malaysia? ____ hostels 
 
8. How many hostels have you stayed in outside of Malaysia? ____ hostels 
 
Section Three: Your Malaysian Hostel Experience 
Please choose ONE hostel in Malaysia that you have stayed in. I would like you 
to think about other guests’ behaviours (positive AND negative) and the 
interactions you had with them. 
 
1. What is the name of the hostel?   
 ____________________________ 
2. Where was the hostel located?  
 ____________________________ 
3. How many nights did you stay at the hostel? _____ nights 
4. Have you stayed at the hostel before? 
 No 
 Yes. If yes, how long ago was your previous stay? ____________________ 
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Referring to the PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED HOSTEL, please rate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
     7 
Strongly 
Agree 
The hostel was a little too 
busy 
              
Other hostel guest(s) told 
me about their past 
hostel experience 
              
There is a good Wi-Fi 
connection in all the 
rooms 
              
I had little interaction with 
other hostel guest(s) 
              
The outside of the hostel 
looked well maintained 
              
The other guest(s) in the 
hostel offered me help 
when I needed it 
              
The temperature inside 
the hostel was pleasant 
              
There is a good Wi-fi 
connection in common 
areas only (eg. lounge) 
              
The hostel smelled quite 
pleasant 
              
The other guest(s) in the 
hostel shared their travel 
experience with me 
              
The interior design of the 
hostel was nice 
              
The hostel did not seem 
very crowded to me 
              
The other guest(s) in the 
hostel exchanged travel 
information with me 
              
The noise inside the 
hostel was too loud 
              
The interior of the hostel 
was designed to my taste 
              
Employees of the hostel 
were very presentable 
              
Other guest(s) behaved 
in a pleasant manner 
              
Employees of the hostel 
were friendly 
              
The hostel was located in 
a nice area 
              
I enjoyed being around 
other guests in the hostel 
              
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 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
     7 
Strongly 
Agree 
Other hostel guest(s) 
usually kept to 
themselves 
              
I interacted frequently 
with other hostel guest(s) 
              
There were a lot of 
guests in the hostel 
              
The hostel had more than 
enough computers for 
guests to use. 
              
Other hostel guest(s) had 
their own circle of friends 
              
Employees of the hostel 
were consistently polite 
to me 
              
The other guest(s) in the 
hostel made my time 
here more enjoyable 
              
The hostel seemed very 
spacious 
              
The guest(s) in the hostel 
were friendly towards me 
              
I went sightseeing with 
other hostel guest(s) 
              
The hostel offered high-
quality Wi-fi connection 
              
Other guest(s) behaved 
in a way that I expected 
them to 
              
Employees of the hostel 
were helpful 
              
I developed friendships 
with other guest(s) I met 
at the hostel 
              
I had dinner with other 
guest(s) from the hostel 
              
It was very cramped 
inside the hostel 
              
The hostel building 
looked appealing 
              
Other guest(s) conducted 
themselves in a manner I 
found appropriate 
              
The other guest(s) in the 
hostel had conversations 
about their working life 
with me 
              
Other guest(s) behaved 
in a way that I did not 
agree with 
              
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 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
     7 
Strongly 
Agree 
Employees of the hostel 
treated me with respect 
              
The other guest(s) in the 
hostel had conversations 
about their family with 
me 
              
The exterior of the hostel 
looked attractive 
              
In the future, I plan to 
meet up with the friend(s) 
I made at the hostel 
              
It was easy to move 
around the hostel 
              
Other hostel guest(s) 
were not approachable 
              
The hostel was very 
clean 
              
It was easy to talk to 
other hostel guest(s) 
              
Other guest(s) behaved 
in a way that I found 
unpleasant 
              
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Section Four: Your Service Experience at the Hostel 
Referring to the PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED HOSTEL, please rate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 
 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
     7 
Strongly 
Agree 
I am happy with my 
hostel experience here 
              
In general, I believe 
going to this hostel is 
worth the price I paid 
              
I enjoyed spending time 
at this hostel 
              
Going to this hostel has 
been delightful 
              
I was satisfied with my 
experiences at this 
hostel 
              
I would recommend this 
hostel to other people 
              
I believe this hostel is 
generally good value for 
money 
              
I am pleased with the 
experiences I had at this 
hostel 
              
I truly enjoyed going to 
this hostel 
              
I would encourage 
friends and/or relatives 
to go to this hostel 
              
By going to this hostel, I 
got a lot for my money 
              
I would say positive 
things about this hostel 
to other people 
              
On the whole, the 
services I purchased 
while at this hostel 
provide excellent value 
              
 
 
Thank you for your help in completing this questionnaire. 
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Appendix 10: Questionnaire (Online Version) 
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Appendix 11-A: Inter-Item Correlation for Physical Dimensions of the Servicescape Scale 
 
The 
exterior 
of the 
hostel 
looked 
attractive 
The outside 
of the 
hostel 
looked well 
maintained 
The 
hostel 
building 
looked 
appealing 
The 
interior 
of the 
hostel 
was 
designed 
to my 
taste 
The 
hostel 
was 
very 
clean 
The 
hostel 
seemed 
very 
spacious 
The 
hostel 
was 
located 
in a 
nice 
area 
It was 
easy to 
move 
around 
the 
hostel 
There is a 
good Wifi 
connection 
in all the 
rooms 
There is a 
good Wifi 
connection 
in common 
areas only 
(eg. lounge) 
The hostel 
had more 
than 
enough 
computers 
for guests 
to use. 
The hostel 
offered 
high-quality 
Wifi 
connection 
Physical 
Dimensions 
The exterior 
of the hostel 
looked 
attractive 
 1             
The outside 
of the hostel 
looked well 
maintained 
 .656  1            
The hostel 
building 
looked 
appealing 
 .700  .569  1           
The interior 
of the hostel 
was 
designed to 
my taste 
 .673  .515  .584  1          
The hostel 
was very 
clean 
 .542  .546  .535  .473  1         
The hostel 
seemed very 
spacious 
 .489  .536  .581  .479  .510  1        
The hostel 
was located 
in a nice 
area 
 .467  .470  .461  .374  .436  .346  1       
It was easy 
to move 
around the 
hostel 
 .491  .447  .346  .430  .534  .370  .401  1      
There is a 
good WiFi 
connection 
in all the 
rooms 
 .204  .174   .211  .213  .288  .144   .117 .152   1     
There is a 
good Wifi 
connection 
in common 
areas only 
(eg. lounge) 
 .212  .193  .171   .201  .220  .100 .148   .186  .277  1    
The hostel 
had more 
than enough 
computers 
for guests to 
use. 
 .310  .194  .306  .378  .295  .354  .182  .137 .231 .417 1   
The hostel 
offered high-
quality Wifi 
connection 
 .298  .262  .318  .343  .343  .297  .192  .228  .746 .470 .429 1  
Physical 
Dimensions 
 .759  .697  .728  .719  .717  .657  .561 .581 .536 .504 .572 .682 1 
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Appendix 11-B: Inter-Item Correlation for Human Dimensions of the Servicescapes Scale 
 
Employees of 
the hostel 
were very 
presentable 
Employees of 
the hostel 
were friendly 
Employees of 
the hostel 
were 
consistently 
polite to me 
Employees of 
the hostel 
treated me 
with respect 
Other guest(s) 
conducted 
themselves in 
a manner I 
found 
appropriate 
Other 
guest(s) 
behaved in 
a pleasant 
manner 
I enjoyed 
being 
around 
other 
guests in 
the hostel 
Other 
guest(s) 
behaved in 
a way that I 
expected 
them to 
Human 
Dimensions 
Employees of 
the hostel 
were very 
presentable 
1         
Employees of 
the hostel 
were friendly 
.716 1        
Employees of 
the hostel 
were 
consistently 
polite to me 
.584 .628 1       
Employees of 
the hostel 
treated me 
with respect 
.424 .525 .626 1      
Other 
guest(s) 
conducted 
themselves in 
a manner I 
found 
appropriate 
.288 .299 .383 .437 1     
Other 
guest(s) 
behaved in a 
pleasant 
manner 
.448 .474 .326 .335 .584 1    
I enjoyed 
being around 
other guests 
in the hostel 
.455 .379 .306 .314 .424 .537 1   
Other 
guest(s) 
behaved in a 
way that I 
expected 
them to 
.285 .361 .348 .342 .634 .513 .434 1  
Human 
Dimensions 
.747 .766 .732 .696 .710 .737 .679 .685 1 
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Appendix 11-C: Inter-Item Correlation for Social Interaction Scale  
 
I had little 
interaction 
with other 
hostel 
guest(s) 
*R 
Other 
hostel 
guest(s) 
usually 
kept to 
themselves 
*R 
Other 
hostel 
guest(s) 
had 
their 
own 
circle of 
friends 
*R 
Other hostel 
guest(s) were 
not 
approachable 
*R 
The other 
guest(s) in the 
hostel had 
conversations 
about their 
working life 
with me 
I went 
sightseeing 
with other 
hostel 
guest(s) 
The other 
guest(s) in the 
hostel had 
conversations 
about their 
family with me 
The other 
guest(s) in 
the hostel 
exchanged 
travel 
information 
with me 
The other 
guest(s) in 
the hostel 
shared 
their travel 
experience 
with me 
Other 
hostel 
guest(s) 
told me 
about their 
past hostel 
experience 
Social 
Interaction 
I had little 
interaction 
with other 
hostel 
guest(s) *R 
 1           
Other hostel 
guest(s) 
usually kept to 
themselves *R 
 .287     1          
Other hostel 
guest(s) had 
their own 
circle of 
friends *R 
 .179      .342     1         
Other hostel 
guest were 
not 
approachable 
*R 
 .309     .337     .245     1        
The other 
guest in the 
hostel had 
conversations 
about their 
working life 
with me 
 .000 .266     .143* .026 1       
I went 
sightseeing 
with other 
hostel 
guest(s) 
 .112 .301     .125 -.018 .538     1      
The other 
guest(s) in the 
hostel had 
conversations 
about their 
family with me 
 .014 .204     -.005 -.051 .597     .543     1     
The other 
guest(s) in the 
hostel 
exchanged 
travel 
information 
with me 
 .071 .306     .223     .109 .612     .515     .583     1    
The other 
guest(s) in the 
hostel shared 
their travel 
experience 
with me 
 .084 .368     .206     .067 .550     .515     .524     .759     1   
Other hostel 
guest(s) told 
me about their 
past hostel 
experience 
.046 .197     -.094 -.087 .464     .424     .481     .434     .422     1  
Social 
Interaction 
 .357     .597     .371     .296     .726     .719     .682     .790     .772     .578     1 
*R = Reverse-scored items 
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Appendix 11-D: Inter-Item Correlation for Service Experience Evaluation Scale 
 
I am happy 
with my 
hostel 
experience 
here 
In general, I 
believe 
going to this 
hostel is 
worth the 
price I paid 
I enjoyed 
spending 
time at 
this hostel 
Going to 
this hostel 
has been 
delightful 
I was satisfied 
with my 
experiences at 
this hostel 
I would 
recommend 
this hostel to 
other people 
I believe this 
hostel is 
generally 
good value 
for money 
I am pleased 
with the 
experiences I 
had at this 
hostel 
I truly 
enjoyed 
going to 
this 
hostel 
I would 
encourage 
friends and/or 
relatives to go 
to this hostel 
By going 
to this 
hostel, I 
got a lot 
for my 
money 
I would say 
positive 
things 
about this 
hostel to 
other 
people 
On the whole, the 
services I 
purchased while 
at this hostel 
provide excellent 
value 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
I am happy with my hostel 
experience here 
 1              
In general, I believe going to 
this hostel is worth the price I 
paid 
 .728   1             
I enjoyed spending time at 
this hostel 
 .805   .707   1            
Going to this hostel has been 
delightful 
 .832   .690   .856   1           
I was satisfied with my 
experiences at this hostel 
 .791   .712   .826   .838   1          
I would recommend this 
hostel to other people 
 .780   .691   .732   .798   .771   1         
I believe this hostel is 
generally good value for 
money 
 .773   .824   .697   .735   .753   .802   1        
I am pleased with the 
experiences I had at this 
hostel 
 .788   .654   .753   .769   .792   .722   .730   1       
I truly enjoyed going to this 
hostel 
 .805   .693   .827   .872   .861   .801   .750   .808   1      
I would encourage friends 
and/or relatives to go to this 
hostel 
 .815   .729   .763   .824   .828   .878   .802   .778   .886   1     
By going to this hostel, I got a 
lot for my money 
 .586   .620   .579   .649   .647   .726   .708   .610   .656   .714   1    
I would say positive things 
about this hostel to other 
people 
 .750       .687       .676       .755       .727       .815   .782   .818   .780   .867   .683   1   
On the whole, the services I 
purchased while at this hostel 
provide excellent value 
 .765   .738   .691   .776   .751   .790   .815   .755   .813   .874   .729   .845   1  
Service Experience Evaluation  .888   .826   .866   .907   .899   .901   .884   .866   .921   .939   .782   .887   .903   1 
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Appendix 12-A: Physcial Dimensions of the Servicescape Scree Plot 
 
Appendix 12-B: Human Dimensions of the Servicescape Scree Plot 
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Appendix 12-C: Social Interaction Scree Plot 
 
Appendix 12-D: Service Experience Evaluation Scree Plot 
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Appendix 13: Results of Outlier Checks 
Independent 
Variables 
Physical 
Dimensions and 
Human 
Dimensions 
Direct Interaction 
and Openness to 
Interact 
Physical 
Dimensions and 
Human 
Dimensions 
Overall 
Servicescapes 
Overall Social 
Interaction 
Overall 
Servicescape 
Social Interaction 
and Serviscapes 
Dependent 
Variables 
Social Interaction 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Social Interaction 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Mahalanobis 
Distance 
14.114 10.271 14.114 8.954 6.228 8.954 10.966 
Cook’s 
Distance 
.63 .154 .110 .093 .174 .146 .166 
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Appendix 14: Results of Multicollinearity Diagnostics 
Independent 
Variables 
Physical 
Dimensions and 
Human 
Dimensions 
Direct Interaction 
and Openness to 
Interact 
Physical 
Dimensions and 
Human 
Dimensions 
Overall 
Servicescapes 
Overall Social 
Interaction 
Overall 
Servicescape 
Social Interaction 
and Serviscapes 
Dependent 
Variables 
Social Interaction 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Social Interaction 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
Service 
Experience 
Evaluation 
 
Tolerance 
 
.559 .955 .559 1.00 1.00 1.00 .953 
VIF (Variation 
Inflation 
Factor) 
1.789 1.047 1.789 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.050 
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Appendix 15: Results of Normality and Homoscedasticity of Residuals Checks 
Independent 
Variables 
Physical Dimensions and Human Dimensions Direct Interaction and Openness to Interact Physical Dimensions and Human Dimensions 
Dependent 
Variables 
Social Interaction Service Experience Evaluation Service Experience Evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Normal  
P-P Plot 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
Scatterplot 
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Independent 
Variables 
Overall Servicescapes Overall Social Interaction Overall Servicescapes 
Social Interaction  
and Servicescapes 
Dependent 
Variables 
Social Interaction Service Experience Evaluation Service Experience Evaluation Service Experience Evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Normal  
P-P Plot 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Scatterplot 
 
 
    
 
 
 
